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The  Honorable  James  J.  McBride 

Presiding  Judge 

Superior  Court  of  California 

County  of  San  Francisco 

400  McAllister  Street,  Dept.  206 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Judge  McBride: 

The  2009-2010  Civil  Grand  Jury  for  the  County  of  San  Francisco  hereby  submits  its  final 
reports.  The  Jury  looks  forward  to  the  receipt  of  the  required  responses  and  to  the  future 
hearings  before  the  Board  of  Supervisor's  Government  Audit  and  Oversight  Committee. 
The  Jury  wishes  to  express  its  gratitude  for  the  opportunity  to  serve  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco  and  for  the  experience  of  serving  on  this  venerable  and  important  institution. 

The  Jury  is  most  appreciative  of  the  City  officials  and  employees  who  responded  to  our 
request  for  information,  documents,  and  interviews.  The  jury  also  wishes  to  recognize 
the  court  staff,  which  promptly  and  graciously  provided  assistance.  In  particular,  the  Jury 
wishes  to  thank  Gary  Guibbini  for  his  invaluable  presence,  his  responsiveness,  and  his 
kindness. 

Finally,  the  Jury  wishes  to  acknowledge  and  thank  you  for  recognizing  the  value  of  the 
Civil  Grand  Jury,  your  responsiveness  to  our  inquiries,  and  your  wise  counsel  throughout 
the  term. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Leslie  A.  Koelsch 
Foreperson 
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2009-2010  Civil  Grand  Jury 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


AMERICANS  WITH  DISABILITIES  ACT: 
IS  SAN  FRANCISCO  IN  COMPLIANCE? 


Report  Released:  APRIL  2010 


Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 


California  state  law  requires  that  all  58  counties  impanel  a  Grand  Jury  to  serve  during  each  fiscal  year 
(Penal  Code  section  905,  California  Constitution,  Article  I,  Section  23).  In  San  Francisco,  the  presiding 
judge  of  the  Superior  Court  impanels  two  grand  juries.  The  Indictment  Grand  Jury  has  sole  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  return  criminal  indictments.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  scrutinizes  the  conduct  of  public  business 
of  county  government. 

The  function  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  to  investigate  the  operations  of  the  various  officers,  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  government  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Each  civil  grand  jury  determines 
which  officers,  departments  and  agencies  it  will  investigate  during  its  term  of  office.  To  accomplish  this 
task,  the  grand  jury  is  divided  into  committees,  which  are  assigned  to  the  respective  departments,  or  areas, 
which  are  being  investigated.  These  committees  visit  government  facilities,  meet  with  public  officials  and 
develop  recommendations  for  improving  City  and  County  operations. 

The  19  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  serve  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  July  through  June  30  the 
following  year,  and  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  30  prospective  grand  jurors.  During  that  period 
of  time  it  is  estimated  that  a  minimum  of  approximately  500  hours  will  be  required  for  grand  jury  service. 
By  state  law,  a  person  is  eligible  if  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  18  years  of  age  or  older,  of  ordinary 
intelligence  and  good  character,  and  has  a  working  knowledge  of  the  English  language. 


Applications  to  serve  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  available  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  office: 

•  by  phone  (415)  551-3605  (weekdays  8:00-4:30) 

•  in  person  at  the  Grand  Jury  Office,  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

•  online  by  completing  the  application  at 

http://www.sfsuperiorcourt.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1988 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  identifying  information 
about  individuals  who  provided  information  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  As  to  each 
finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with  the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it, 
wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury, 
the  responding  party  must  either  report  (1)  that  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a 
summary  explanation  of  how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but 
will  be  implemented  in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation 
requires  further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer 
or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  this  report);  or  (4)  that 
recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of 
why  that  is.  (California  Penal  Code,  Sections  933,  933.05.)  
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PURPOSE  OF  THIS  REPORT 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  review  the  status  of  Title  II  compliance  of  the  Americans 
with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA  1990)  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  to 
support  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  (MOD)  in  achieving  that  mandate  within  a 
reasonable  time.  Title  II  requires  the  facilities,  programs,  activities,  and  services  of  State 
and  local  governments  to  be  made  accessible  to  persons  with  disabilities. 

I.  SUMMARY 

The  2009/2010  Civil  Grand  Jury  initiated  an  investigation  to  determine  what  has  been 
done  to  comply  with  the  1990  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  and  what,  if 
anything,  remains  undone  in  order  to  complete  the  compliance  with  the  Act. 

The  Jury  identified  three  areas  where  support  is  needed  in  order  for  full  compliance  to  be 
achieved: 

1.  The  citizens'  grievance  procedures 

2.  The  Facilities  Transition  Plan  (FTP) 

3.  Training  programs  for  City  staff,  especially  for  the  public  contact  personnel  at 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  (SFPD)  and  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  (MTA) 

There  are  many  areas  in  which  further  work  needs  to  be  done,  nevertheless  much  has 
been  accomplished,  and  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  finds  it  appropriate  to  extend  its 
compliments  for  the  dedication,  effort,  and  achievement  of  the  personnel  in  the  Mayor's 
Office  on  Disability  (MOD)  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW).  Their  efforts 
have  brought  San  Francisco  global  recognition  for  leadership  and  achievement  of 
accessibility  for  its  disabled  residents  and  visitors. 

II.  INTRODUCTION 

It  has  been  twenty  years  since  the  ADA  was  passed.  The  2009/2010  Civil  Grand  Jury 
investigated  the  status  of  Title  II  compliance  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 
Within  the  past  ten  years,  the  current  Mayor's  Disability  Council  (MDC)  and  the  Mayor's 
Office  on  Disability  (MOD)  were  established.  Both  are  dedicated  to  achieving  a  broad 
array  of  responses  to  the  1990  mandates.  Studies  and  evaluations  were  conducted, 
response  plans  devised,  programs  annually  funded,  and  virtually  every  department  and 
service  of  the  City  became  involved. 

A  tremendous  amount  of  work  has  been  accomplished  to  date,  but  more  remains.  The 
primary  focus  of  the  Jury  was  to  determine  what  remains  undone,  and  whether  San 
Francisco  is  on  a  reasonable  track  for  the  completion  of  compliance  projects. 
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III.  METHODOLOGY 


Information  was  gathered  by  extensive  review  of  material  available  on  the  Internet, 
examination  of  studies  and  documents,  and  through  confidential  interviews  with  highly 
placed  individuals  in  the  Offices  of  the  Mayor,  the  City  Controller,  the  MTA  (MUNI), 
the  DPW,  the  City  Attorney,  and  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department.  Observations  by 
and  personal  experiences  of  San  Francisco  residents  were  also  taken  into  consideration. 

IV.      DISCUSSION  OF  INVESTIGATION 

Title  II  of  the  1990  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA)  mandated  local  governments 
undertake  reasonable  accommodation(s)  to  render  facilities  and  programs  accessible  to 
persons  with  disabilities.  By  1999  the  current  Mayor's  Disability  Council  (MDC)  was 
established  and  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  (MOD)  re-created  to  direct  the  efforts  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  comply  with  those  mandates.  The  2000  census 
indicates  some  150,000  San  Francisco  residents  are  disabled;  that  is  nearly  one  San 
Franciscan  in  five,  and  the  proportion  could  significantly  increase  as  the  population  ages. 
San  Francisco  is  in  the  forefront  of  compliance  activities,  and  is  consulted  regularly  by 
other  jurisdictions  both  in  the  United  States  and  internationally.  The  MOD  became  a 
focus  of  the  investigation  as  it  is  responsible  for  a  very  broad  range  of  duties:  advising 
and  training  the  staff  of  every  city  department;  assisting  in  the  design  and  direction  of  the 
Facilities  Transition  Plan  (FTP  -  San  Francisco's  program  for  architectural  barrier 
removal);  implementing  a  new  process  for  disabled  citizen's  input  (a  new  grievance 
procedure);  and  advocacy  for  the  full  incorporation  of  disabled  persons  to  all  public 
programs  and  services. 

The  2000/2001  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  the  Mayor's  Office  on 
Disability  and  the  Mayor's  Disability  Council.  Since  the  release  of  that  report,  the 
recommendations  have  been  addressed  and/or  adopted.  The  recommendations  were 
concerned  with  the  structure  and  authority  of  the  MDC  and  MOD,  and  the  completion 
and  publishing  of  the  self-evaluation  for  City  departments  (late  2001)  and  the  transition 
plan  (mid-2002).  These  materials  formed  a  basis  for  the  report  Toward  Unobstructed 
Access  (mid-2004)  that  became  the  foundation  for  compliance  achievement.  A  brief 
timeline  of  disability  actions  dating  back  to  1984  can  be  found  in  the  2000/2001  Civil 
Grand  Jury  report. 

The  activities  of  the  MOD  span  a  very  broad  range  of  practice  and  disciplines  with  only 
three  staff  members  and  a  budget  of  $600,000  per  annum.  The  Jury  reviewed  three 
activities  for  further  discussion.  These  are: 

1  -  The  citizens'  grievance  procedure 

2  -  The  Facilities  Transition  Plan  (FTP) 

3  -  Training  programs  for  City  staff,  especially  at  SFPD  and  MTA 

While  the  ADA  does  not  specify  any  compliance  completion  date,  San  Francisco  may  be 
vulnerable  to  litigation  where  required  accessibility  has  yet  to  be  achieved.  There  is  then 
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a  sense  of  urgency  to  complete  as  much  as  possible  as  soon  as  possible.  Settlements  of 
past  lawsuits  (such  as  ADA  Task  Force,  et  al.,  v.  CCSF,  1997  (settled  1999),  Cherry  v. 
City  College  of  San  Francisco,  2001  (settled  2006),  King  v.  CCSF,  2007  (settled  2009)) 
have  required  the  expenditure  of  millions  of  dollars  toward  Title  II  compliance,  court 
costs,  and  attorneys'  fees.  The  1997  case  settled  for  $18,000,000,  the  2001  case  settled 
for  $20,000,000,  and  the  2007  case  settled  for  $4,000,000  (per  year). 

The  City  of  Seattle  was  sued  five  years  ago  for  their  level  of  Title  II  compliance  and 
settled  on  a  twenty-year  plan  to  achieve  the  ADA  mandates.  Caltrans  also  has  been  taken 
to  court  and  was  directed  to  reach  compliance  in  thirty  years.  There  are  civil  cases  large 
and  small  currently  working  their  way  through  the  courts  aimed  at  the  Title  II  compliance 
of  the  City,  and  many  departments  are  involved  as  expert  witnesses  in  defending  the  City. 
These  cases  could  be  costly  but  may  readily  be  settled  due  to  the  extensive  efforts 
underway  to  meet  and  surpass  the  Title  II  mandates. 

1)  Grievance  Procedures 

The  ADA  requires  public  entities  to  adopt  "procedures  providing  for  prompt  and 
equitable  resolution  of  complaints  alleging"  violations  of  the  ADA.  The  City  has 
developed  an  alternative  to  filing  a  complaint  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  (DO J) 
for  residents  to  raise  ADA  Title  II  issues  involving  the  programs  and  facilities  of  San 
Francisco  called  the  Grievance  Procedure.  Complaints  are  taken,  investigated,  verified, 
and  forwarded  to  the  appropriate  agency  for  resolution.  Assistance  for  the  City  agency  is 
available  through  the  MOD  for  their  response  to  the  complaint,  as  well  as  the  client 
raising  the  concern. 

The  MOD  receives  over  110  contacts  from  citizens  each  month.  The  majority  of  these 
contacts  turn  out  to  be  requests  for  information,  referrals,  and  general  ADA  questions  or 
services.  However,  10%  are  written  complaints  which  require  a  significant  investment  of 
time  by  staff.  The  process  includes  conversation  with  the  complainant,  evaluation,  and 
verification  of  the  complaint  by  staff  trained  in  the  specific  needs  of  the  disabled.  Only 
legitimate  issues  are  presented  to  the  appropriate  departments,  thus  avoiding  unnecessary 
work  hours  by  individual  departments. 

In  order  to  accomplish  timely  responses  to  the  current  numbers  of  complaints,  the  MOD 
stated  the  need  for  1.5  full  time  equivalents  (FTEs)  for  intake,  verification,  and  direction 
of  each  case.  An  average  of  ten  hours  is  needed  per  case.  The  staff  dedicated  to  the 
handling  of  the  grievance  procedure  was  eliminated  in  the  2009/2010  budget.  As  the 
grievance  procedure  becomes  more  widely  publicized,  the  number  of  contacts  will 
increase.  Staffing  levels  will  need  to  increase  accordingly. 

2)  Facilities  Transition  Plan 

The  Facilities  Transition  Plan  (FTP)  has  evolved  from  architectural  barrier  removal 
projects  dating  from  the  early  1970s,  and  has  been  updated  periodically.  The  latest 
revision  covering  curb  ramps  and  sidewalks  was  released  in  2008.  As  stated  in  the  2008 
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FTP,  there  are  46,500  locations  in  the  city.  Only  about  10,800  have  curb  ramps 
considered  safe  and  usable.  The  remaining  locations  either  have  no  ramps  or  ramps  that 
need  reconstruction  to  meet  current  standards.  The  San  Francisco  Capital  Plan  for  2009- 
2018  contains  a  schedule  for  the  funding  to  address  an  inventory  of  over  17,728  corners 
in  every  district.  To  date  the  pace  and  funding  levels  have  been  maintained  with  no 
deferrals.  Both  the  MOD  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  stress  the  need  for 
consistent  levels  of  funding  in  order  to  maintain  momentum  and  expertise.  Any  reduction 
of  monies,  however  temporary,  will  likely  result  in  the  elimination  of  staff  positions  and 
cause  unreasonable  delays.  When  funding  returns  a  new  staff  would  have  to  releam  the 
practices  and  specifications  already  developed.  The  MOD  assists  in  the  design  and  some 
of  the  funding  for  the  curb  ramps  and  the  DPW  performs  the  construction  work.  The 
DPW  has  estimated  a  cost  of  almost  $14,000  per  corner  for  curb  cuts  (see  comments). 
The  average  number  of  curb  cuts  per  corner  is  1.8  (one  cut  for  each  crossing  direction) 
which  totals  an  average  of  $56,000  for  a  four  point  intersection.  This  seems  like  a  large 
amount  of  money,  but  each  site  requires  individual  assessment  and  design  work  by  teams 
of  skilled  personnel  as  utility  conduits,  drainage  grates,  and  physical  layout  of 
intersections  are  not  standard.  The  task  is  very  labor  intensive  due  to  the  very  nature  of 
the  work  itself. 

The  major  obstacle  to  accelerating  the  completion  of  curb  ramps  is  financial.  The 
departments  performing  the  modifications  are  balancing  staff  levels  with  available 
funding  in  a  direct  correlation.  As  funding  increases,  so  will  the  staff  (and  their  level  of 
expertise),  and  the  number  of  locations  brought  into  compliance.  In  order  to  achieve  the 
goal  with  regard  to  curb  cuts  of  the  FTP  in  ten  to  fifteen  years,  the  DPW  would  have  to 
enlarge  and  train  its  staff.  To  achieve  the  goal  of  the  FTP  in  less  than  ten  years  is  possible 
but  would  require  the  DPW  to  outsource  a  significant  portion  of  the  work  to  private 
parties  The  use  of  private  contractors  for  curb  cuts  is  likely  to  raise  the  cost  of  a  curb  cut 
significantly  (DPW,  2010). 

There  are  side  benefits  to  staff  expansion.  These  would  include  positive  effects  on  the 
Better  Streets  Plan  (a  comprehensive  set  of  street  design  guidelines  to  meet  social, 
recreational,  transportation,  and  ecological  goals),  and  water  runoff  projects.  They  would 
also  allow  increased  attention  and  resolution  of  the  most  complex  and  difficult  sites  to 
commence,  increase  and  broaden  the  expertise  in  design,  management,  and  execution  of 
all  public  works  projects.  This  experience  and  expertise  is  salable  to  other  jurisdictions 
(consultations,  etc.)  and  has  the  potential  to  generate  revenue.  San  Francisco  is  seen  as  a 
global  leader  in  accessibility  and  departments  such  as  the  MOD  and  DPW  are  consulted 
regularly  by  outside  jurisdictions  concerned  with  a  broad  range  of  accessibility  issues  and 
categories. 

Another  major  barrier  for  disabled  persons  is  the  condition  of  sidewalks.  Cracks,  rough 
and  missing  pavements,  tree  stumps,  missing  street  trees  and/or  the  grates  at  the  base  of 
the  trees,  flags  (pavement  sections  of  a  sidewalk)  displaced  by  tree  roots,  inconsistent 
curb  heights,  and  loose  or  missing  utility  covers  are  among  the  most  common  obstacles 
for  foot  travelers.  Often  property  owners  do  not  make  the  repairs  even  after  official 
notification  to  do  so,  leaving  the  task  to  the  DPW.  The  work  will  be  done  and  the 
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property  owners  will  be  charged  for  the  cost  of  the  repairs  either  directly  or  by  an 
assessment  on  their  property  tax  bills.  This  process  impacts  the  financial  state  of  the 
DPW,  as  costs  must  be  floated  until  payments  are  made  by  the  property  owner, 
necessitating  the  development  and  maintenance  of  a  significant  separate  fund  for  that 
purpose. 

In  2005  the  DPW  conducted  a  survey  of  450  blocks  to  assess  the  sidewalk  issue  and  by 
extrapolation  determined  the  cost  of  repairs  city  wide  to  be  in  the  range  of  $250,434,000. 
The  vast  majority  of  the  financial  responsibility  for  sidewalk  repair  lies  with  property 
owners,  State,  and  Federal  jurisdictions.  It  is  estimated  that  the  City  would  be  responsible 
for  only  $10,000,000  to  $20,000,000  of  that  total.  The  cost  estimate  for  full  curb  ramp 
completion  is  also  in  the  range  of  $250,000,000,  totaling  over  $500,000,000  in  capital 
spending  for  street  accessibility  accommodations.  These  figures  far  exceed  the  amounts 
currently  budgeted,  and  will  most  likely  require  a  dedicated  bond  issue  to  make  up  what 
is  not  covered  by  the  many  and  varied  sources  of  available  funds. 

Planned  and  contemplated  transit  network  adjustments  (routes  altered,  eliminated  or 
condensed,  relocated  stops,  etc.)  give  an  opportunity  to  correct  the  inconsistent  layout  of 
public  transit  boarding  areas  and  site  suitability,  although  this  issue  is  not  often  reviewed 
very  well.  New  construction  and  works  performed  by  utility  companies  reduce  the 
financial  exposure  of  the  City  (DPW,  2010). 

An  additional  responsibility  of  the  DPW  is  the  function  of  enforcement  for  the  incursions 
to  the  public  right  of  way.  These  include  scaffolding,  street  tables/chairs,  merchant 
signage,  etc.,  whether  permanently  or  temporarily  installed,  even  parked  cars  in  some 
situations.  More  than  half  of  the  complaints  received  by  the  DPW  for  sidewalk  incursions 
violations  are  due  to  temporary  conditions.  Contractors  who  have  been  'unaware'  of  the 
requirements  for  temporary  obstructions  of  or  closure  to  public  rights  of  way  readily 
make  the  necessary  adjustments  when  instructed  to  do  so.  Information  pertaining  to  the 
regulations  is  included  with  the  permits  required  for  sidewalk  incursions  and  was  updated 
in  2008. 

Currently  the  enforcement  of  these  issues  for  the  entire  city  and  county  is  covered  by  a 
team  for  complaint-based  street  encroachment  projects,  and  a  team  for  scheduled 
sidewalk  improvement  programs.  The  Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping  (in  DPW) 
reports  over  1 000  complaints  are  on  file  at  any  given  time,  and  with  the  advent  of  the  San 
Francisco's  311  service,  the  numbers  of  new  filings  is  increasing.  On  March  15,  2010  the 
backlog  of  complaints  was  1 152,  and  the  Bureau  is  unable  to  respond  to  inspections  and 
complaint  processing  in  a  timely  fashion.  With  1800  miles  of  sidewalk  and  over  400 
complaints  about  streetscape  issues  per  week  the  Bureau  needs  at  least  seventeen 
inspectors,  several  more  than  the  present  number,  just  to  keep  pace  with  investigations, 
site  visits,  education  of  persons  seeking  sidewalk  incursion,  and  clearing  the  backlog  of 
filings.  Many  businesses  and  contractors  encroach  on  the  right  of  way  without  obtaining  a 
permit.  Permit  fees  are  used  to  support  the  enforcement  and  outreach  tasks.  Permits  cost 
anywhere  from  $55  to  $1000  (and  up  to  $3800  for  a  major  encroachment).  Over  20,000 
permits  are  awarded  each  year  (DPW).The  Blind  and  Low  Vision  Priorities  Project 
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(BLVPP,  2007)  reports  that  despite  existing  DPW  regulations,  60.6%  of  blind 
respondents  and  32.8%  of  low  vision  respondents  frequently  encounter  intrusions  into  the 
path  of  travel.  Survey  and  focus  group  participants  who  are  blind  and  low  vision 
recommend  that  San  Francisco  increase  the  responsiveness  of  the  DPW  and  DPT  to 
complaints;  develop  and  publicize  a  clear  system  for  tracking  intrusions  or  obstacles  and 
addressing  them  or  removing  them;  and  enforce  related  policies  and  rules  about  keeping 
public  pathways  clear  (focusing  on  the  general  public,  business  owners,  homeowners,  car 
owners,  and  city  contractors)  (BLVPP  2009;  sec.  Ill  pp.  3). 

3)  City  Staff  Training 

The  third  area  of  concern  is  the  education  of  city  staff  and  departments,  particularly  the 
MTA  and  SFPD.  Both  departments  have  large  numbers  of  employees  with  a  great  deal  of 
public  contact.  Both  departments  already  have  means  to  update  and  sensitize  their  staff  to 
the  particular  needs  of  disabled  persons,  and  have  some  materials  in  their  continuing 
education  programs.  Nevertheless,  disabled  persons  continue  to  experience  serious  or 
dangerous  failures  of  service,  sometimes  due  to  employee  carelessness  and  sometimes  by 
poor  architectural  design.  Mandatory  review  of  improved  training  materials  combined 
with  testing  and  some  sort  of  certification  granted  upon  successful  completion  would  go  a 
long  way  toward  mitigating  these  negative  experiences. 

Blind  and  low  vision  MUNI  riders  cannot  get  consistent  stop  and  line  or  route 
information  announced  by  the  operator  when  the  digital  voice  announcement  system 
(DVAS,  an  automated  system)  is  either  uninstalled,  inoperable,  drowned  out  by  noise  in 
the  vehicle,  or  even  turned  off.  The  light  rail  vehicles'  (LRVs)  DVAS  for  route  and  stop 
announcements  does  not  operate  when  the  cars  are  above  ground,  making  it  imperative 
the  operator  use  the  onboard  public  address  system.  Despite  hundreds  of  complaints  over 
the  last  ten  to  twelve  years,  MUNI  has  not  corrected  this  failure.  Vehicles  are  stopped 
without  regard  for  obstacles  in  the  path  of  off-boarding  passengers  or  curb  heights 
beyond  the  ability  of  persons  with  limited  joint  movement  to  negotiate.  In  addition, 
boarding  platforms  should  occasionally  be  considered  necessary  for  disabled  passengers 
not  specifically  confined  to  wheelchairs.  And  transit  operators  should  never  fail  to  notify 
a  passenger  of  a  requested  stop.  While  evidence  for  the  information  above  is  anecdotal 
and  not  part  of  a  systematic  or  scientific  study,  it  does  indicate  a  continuing  need  for 
improved  service  response  to  disabled  persons.  The  BLVPP  contains  an  entire  section 
dedicated  to  public  transit.  A  very  high  priority  is  given  to  audible  information  (either 
automated  or  by  operator).  The  MTA  rules  and  instructions  handbook  for  vehicle 
operators  specifically  requires  that  announcements  be  made  in  any  one  of  various  forms 
and  situations.  The  following  chart  of  a  survey  from  the  BLVPP  shows  a  ranking  of 
useful  adaptations  for  public  transit: 


8 


Table  4:  Most  Useful  for  Public  Transportation 

(n=177) 

Approaches  for  Accessible  Transit  % 

"Talking"  buses  or  MUNI  trains  72.9% 

A  driver  who  is  helpful  and  freely  gives  information  53.1% 

Bus  stops  or  MUNI  train  stops  that  announce  what  bus  is  coming  22.6% 

Bus  stops  or  MUNI  train  stops  that  tell  you  what  routes  stop  there  15.8% 

Route  and  schedule  information  available  by  phone  or  Internet  1 1 .3% 

Other  public  transit  workers  who  are  helpful  9.6% 

Other  7.9% 

Don't  know/no  opinion  0.6% 

*  Because  respondents  could  select  multiple  response  options,  percentages  add  up  to 
greater  than  100%.  


The  BLVPP  also  states  the  number  one  priority  of  respondents  (41.7  %)  involves  issues 
pertaining  to  transportation,  travel,  and  pathways.  "Most  of  the  solutions  proposed  by 
those  affected  would  not  require  new  technological  fixes  or  dramatic  policy  changes. 
Rather,  the  community  urged  better  staff  education  and  enforcing  compliance  with 
existing  regulations."  (BLVPP  2007,  sec  III  pp  2) 

When  asked  about  these  abuses  and  flagrant  violations  of  reasonable  accommodation, 
even  the  very  highest  levels  of  MTA  personnel  responded  by  merely  quoting 
departmental  policy  and  failed  to  answer  the  specific  concerns  about  the  poor  service 
experienced  by  disabled  passengers  over  many  years  and  indicated  by  numerous 
examples  (MTA,  January  2010). 

The  SFPD  fares  somewhat  better.  The  claims  that  police  actively  discourage  disabled 
persons  from  filing  reports  when  their  civil  rights  have  been  violated  have  been  declining. 
However,  many  victims  still  relate  that  the  police  will  only  write  a  report  upon  the 
insistence  of  the  person  experiencing  a  violation.  This  may  be  due  to  the  attempt  of  the 
police  to  reach  some  sort  of  resolution  at  the  scene.  Most  often  the  perception  of 
reluctance  by  the  SFPD  to  act  appears  to  be  a  combination  of  incomplete  familiarity  with 
ADA  and  local  laws,  the  importance  to  the  victim,  and  available  actions  to  be  taken  on 
the  part  of  the  police  to  address  the  situation.  This  may  indicate  that  the  department 
would  benefit  from  targeted  educational  programs  and  clear  enforcement  policies  from 
the  Chief. 

For  example,  injuries  to  service  animals  from  attacks  by  pet  dogs  (most  often  off  leash) 
have  been  viewed  as  'property  damage'  and  not  typically  as  an  assault  on  the  handler.  An 
impatient  transit  rider  who  squeezed  past  a  blind  person  off  boarding  a  bus  tripped  over 
and  broke  his  white  cane  and  did  not  render  help  or  offer  to  cover  the  cost  of  a  new  cane 
($100).  The  Police  refused  to  get  involved,  calling  it  a  civil  case,  and  would  not  even  give 
the  blind  person  the  name  of  the  assailant.  The  low  level  of  enforcement  for  many  "petty 
crimes"  such  as  bicycles  riding  on  the  sidewalk,  off  leash  pets,  litter,  and  other  activities 
result  in  the  regular  occurrence  of  avoidable  obstructions  and  safety  hazards  that 
commonly  endanger  disabled  persons. 
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A  new  ADA  Coordinator  has  been  named  at  SFPD.  It  is  imperative  that  this  person  be 
given  the  tools  and  support  to  continue  the  work  already  accomplished  and  expand 
sensitivity  training  programs. 

When  questioned  about  the  actions  of  SFPD  with  disabled  persons,  the  MOD  relates  that 
in  their  experience  with  complainants,  evidence  of  systematic  disfavor  in  tending  to  the 
calls  for  assistance  by  disabled  persons  was  not  found,  but  there  is  a  need  for  further 
sensitivity  training  in  the  areas  of  ADA  civil  rights  protections  and  the  importance  for  the 
enforcement  of  those  protections.  The  MOD  does  see  evidence  for  systematic  ignorance 
of  the  rights  and  needs  of  users  of  service  and  support  animals,  but  generally  not  in  the 
police  response  to  assistance  calls  from  them.  The  ADA  is  particularly  vague  when  it 
comes  to  the  definition  of  and  qualifications  for  service  and  support  animals  which 
significantly  contributes  to  the  frustration  and  ambiguity  felt  by  both  the  SFPD  and 
legitimate  service  animal  handlers  involved  in  situations  where  violations  are  alleged. 
This  issue  is  being  addressed  on  a  national  level,  albeit  slowly. 

The  department  does  have  specialized  units  which  respond  to  a  variety  of  specific 
concerns,  and  many  of  these  programs  can  form  the  basis  for  a  program  for  officer 
education  and  response  improvement.  For  example,  the  dangerous  dog  unit  performs  a 
highly  useful  role  in  targeting  the  specific  issues  arising  from  irresponsible  pet 
ownership.  A  video  was  produced  in  2005  with  donated  funds  and  in  cooperation  with 
Guide  Dogs  for  the  Blind  (San  Rafael,  CA)  and  Guide  Dog  Users  Inc.  to  inform  police 
officers  of  the  significance  and  effect  of  [dog]  attacks  on  working  service  animals. 

The  MOD  is  working  with  these  departments  to  develop  training  programs.  Currently  the 
approach  is  to  aim  for  the  top  (directors  and  managers)  to  ensure  buy-in  and  an 
understanding  of  the  importance.  The  goal  is  to  eventually  have  the  resources  for  an  on- 
line training  curriculum  that  would  require  a  mandatory  refresher  every  two  years.  The 
on-line  courses  would  include  quizzes,  tests  that  must  be  passed,  perhaps  some  sort  of 
certification,  and  record  keeping  of  completion.  The  jury  supports  this  approach  as  an 
effective  and  economical  method  of  training  a  large  group  of  city  employees.  Many  local 
and  state  programs  can  serve  as  models  for  the  approach,  which  can  save  development 
costs  by  adapting  already  successful  methodologies. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

The  investigation  revealed  that  extensive  legislation  has  been  written  and  enacted  by 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments.  A  great  deal  of  work  has  already  been  done  to 
respond  to  the  legislation.  While  both  the  planning  and  the  execution  of  all  City 
departments'  compliance  activities  vary  in  complexity  and  extent,  most  are  making 
significant  progress  and  understand  the  importance  of  the  accommodations  currently 
underway.  Many  talented,  dedicated,  and  diligent  persons  are  accomplishing  their  goals 
to  eliminate  barriers  and  render  San  Francisco  a  fully  accessible  city,  both  architecturally 
and  programmatically.  In  a  world  where  embodiment  is  the  norm,  mobility  and 
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communication  in  all  its  forms  is  essential  to  survival.  Any  impairment  thereof  threatens 
one's  very  existence. 

The  Jury  wishes  to  commend  the  dedicated  performance  exhibited  by  so  many  employees 
in  addressing  the  Title  II  mandates  and  their  impact  on  every  department  and  service  in 
the  City.  Many  external  jurisdictions  see  San  Francisco  as  leading  the  state,  country,  and 
beyond  in  addressing  accessibility  and  the  incorporation  of  a  large  segment  of  its 
population  previously  excluded  from  equal  membership  in  their  community.  The  ADA  is 
an  unfunded  mandate  which  makes  financial  backing  for  timely  compliance  achievement 
both  a  priority  and  a  challenge.  San  Francisco  has  many  talented  and  capable  leaders 
given  the  task  to  find  ways  to  bring  the  requirements  and  resources  together  to  achieve  as 
much  accessibility  as  possible  as  soon  as  possible.  Our  disabled  residents  deserve  nothing 
less  and  have  been  waiting  far  long  enough. 
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VI.  FINDINGS 


VII.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


1 .  San  Francisco  is  vulnerable  to  litigation  for 
non  compliance  with  Title  II  mandates  of  the 
ADA. 

1.  The  City  Attorney's  Office  should 
assess  the  liability  and  risk  to  the  City  for 
the  incomplete  level  of  Title  II  compliance, 
and  report  its  findings  to  the  Mayor  and 
BOS  by  October  31,  2010. 

2.  In  response  to  the  ADA  mandates,  a 
Grievance  Procedure  has  been  developed  for 
intake,  investigation,  and  referral  of  citizens' 
Title  II  compliance  issues.  Complaints  that  are 
referred  to  the  appropriate  departments  have 
already  been  processed  and  verified  as  valid, 
and  assistance  to  the  affected  departments  in 
producing  appropriate  responses  is  available. 
This  process  significantly  reduces  the  cost  of 
the  investigation  of  a  complaint  and  the 
construction  of  a  viable  response  by  that 
department.  The  level  of  complaints  is 
expected  to  increase  by  as  much  as  three  fold 
as  the  availability  of  the  grievance  process 
becomes  better  known  in  the  community.  The 
budget  for  this  work  was  reduced  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  (2009-2010)  resulting  in  the 
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process  and  generating  a  backlog  of  cases.  The 
sooner  a  complaint  is  processed,  the  less 
liability  and  risk  exposure  there  is  for  the  City. 
Delays  drive  up  the  costs  of  response  and  can 
encourage  litigation. 

2.  San  Francisco  should  expand  the 
Grievance  Procedure  to  the  level  necessary 
for  the  "prompt  and  equitable"  resolution 
of  ADA  complaints. 

3.  Currently  only  issues  involved  with  Title  II 
compliance  are  handled  by  the  Grievance 
Process.  The  likelihood  of  disabled  citizens 
requiring  an  alternative  for  and  assistance  in 
filing  concerns  outside  of  Title  II  is  extremely 
high.  The  only  alternative  for  the  aggrieved  is 
litigation  at  great  expense  in  both  time  and 
resources,  or  filing  a  complaint  with  the  DOJ. 
It  is  estimated  to  cost  about  $750,000  to 
expand  the  Grievance  Procedure  to  cover 
private  sector  complaints. 

3.  By  January  201 1,  the  MOD  in 
association  with  City  departments'  ADA 
Coordinators  should  initiate  a  study  to 
determine  the  feasibility  of  the  expansion 
of  the  grievance  procedure  to  incorporate 
private  sector  ADA  compliance  issues  as 
an  alternative  to  litigation. 
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4.  The  Facilities  Transition  Plan  (FTP)  is 
comprehensive  and  is  updated  periodically. 
Over  two  thirds  of  the  plan  has  been 
accomplished,  with  work  on  the  final  portion 
underway.  The  capital  plan  for  the  City  allows 
for  the  continued  work,  especially  regarding 
curb  cuts  and  sidewalk  issues,  but  extends  the 
costs  over  the  next  twenty  to  twenty  five  years. 
Current  cost  estimates  total  over  $500,000,000 
with  more  than  half  of  the  sum  originating 
from  public  sources.  These  sources  are  varied, 
and  come  from  Federal,  State,  and  local 
coffers  via  myriads  of  programs,  many  with 
specific  use  criteria.  Even  with  all  known 
sources,  the  expenditures  far  exceed  available 
funds.  Of  critical  importance  is  the  need  to 
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which  experienced  staff  will  be  lost  with 
detrimental  impact  on  their  programs. 

4.  San  Francisco  should  obtain  and 
distribute  the  needed  funding  through  all 
available  and  creative  means  including 
targeted  bond  issues  to  accelerate  the 
achievement  of  compliance  goals  in  ten 
years.  Consistent  funding  levels  must  be 
maintained  in  order  to  retain,  develop,  and 
expand  the  pool  of  valuable  experienced 
personnel. 

5.  The  City  incurs  significant  risk  and  liability 
from  the  insufficient  monitoring  of  incursions 
to  the  public  right  of  way  and  the  maintenance 
of  a  clear-path-of-travel.  The  DPW  is 
responsible  for  the  investigation  and 
enforcement  of  temporary  and  permanent 
sidewalk  incursions  involving  the  entire  City. 
The  majority  of  infractions  are  due  to 
temporary  barriers  incorrectly  erected.  Over 
1000  complaints  are  on  file  at  any  given  time, 
and  more  than  400  new  complaints  are 
received  weekly.  The  team  of  inspectors  has 
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these  complaints.  Delays  in  the  correction  of 
incursions  can  lead  to  lawsuits. 

5.  The  City  should  pursue  full  enforcement 
and  monitoring  of  incursions  to  the  public 
rights  of  way,  especially  with  regards  to 
temporary  sidewalk  incursions.  Staffing 
levels  must  be  maintained  to  address  and 
complete  inspections  and  investigations 
promptly  and  to  eliminate  backlogged 
cases. 

6.  The  SFPD  and  MTA  (MUNI)  (DPT)  have 
large  numbers  of  employees  whose  work 
involves  a  great  deal  of  public  contact. 
Assistance  and  sensitivity  training  for  the 
service  to  and  interaction  with  disabled 
persons  in  a  manner  which  is  effective  and 
respectful  of  their  rights,  has  yet  to  be  fully 
developed.  A  successful  completion  certificate 
would  result  in  a  higher  degree  of  subject 
retention  and  grant  a  sense  of  accomplishment 
when  awarded.  The  MOD  is  working  with 
these  departments  in  order  to  do  so,  but  lacks 

6.  By  June  201 1,  the  City  should  develop 
training  programs  in  areas  of  assistance 
and  sensitivity  to  the  needs  of  disabled 
persons,  especially  at  MTA  and  SFPD. 
These  programs  should  be  implemented  by 
December  31,  2011. 
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the  financial  wherewithal  needed  for  its 
accomplishment.  Many  viable  models  exist 
which  can  be  adapted  to  fit  training  goals, 
reducing  development  and  implementation 
costs. 


VIII.        REQUEST  FOR  RESPONSE 


Responses  to  the  recommendations  in  this  report  are  required  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  city  offices  and  departments  in  accordance  with  the  following  list  and  state  law. 
Responses  are  to  be  in  writing  and  addressed  to  the  Honorable  James  McBride,  Presiding 
Judge,  Superior  Court  of  California,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco 
Civic  Center  Courthouse,  400  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102. 


Board  of  Supervisors: 

90  days 

Office  of  the  Mayor: 

60  days 

Mayor 's  Office  on  Disability: 

60  days 

Mayor 's  Disability  Council: 

60  days 

Office  of  the  DPW: 

60  days 

Office  of  the  MTA: 

60  days 

San  Francisco  Police  Department: 

60  days 

The  Office  of  the  City  Attorney: 

60  days 

REQUIRED  RESPONSES  TO  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Recommendation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Response  90  Days 

BOS 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Response  60  Days 

Mayor 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

MOD 

X 

X 

X 

X 

MDC 

X 

X 

X 

X 

DPW 

X 

X 

X 

MTA 

X 

X 

X 

SFPD 

X 

X 

City  Attorney 

X 
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IX.  COMMENTS 


SAN  FRANCISCO  GOALS  and  PRIORITIES 

The  following  is  a  list  of  items  important  to  the  disabled  community: 

•  Expand  the  ability  for  people  with  disabilities  to  live  as 
integrated  members  of  the  community  by  attention  to 
community  services  and  accessible  housing. 

•  Require  80%  of  new  housing  to  be  adaptable  (easily  converted  to 
access,  and  visitable  by  all  people  with  disabilities). 

•  Provide  tools  to  increase  education  on  disability  rights  issues  not 
only  for  city  workers,  but  for  all  persons  affecting  the  physical 
environment  for  and  services  provided  to  the  disabled  population 
-  even  focused  trainings  on  service  and  support  animals  (better 
awareness  of  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  handlers) 

•  Incorporate  disability  concerns  in  new  green  and  environmental 
efforts  -  sensitivity  to  mobility  needs. 

•  Make  San  Francisco  a  leader  in  employing  people  with 
disabilities  starting  with  a  city  wide  survey  to  establish  a  baseline 
of  the  current  level  of  employment 

•  Expand  approaches  to  include  the  needs  of  people  with 
disabilities  in  transit,  parking,  and  alternative  means  of 
transportation. 

•  Programmatic  access  requires  eternal  vigilance  to  effect  desired 
improvements  in  access  to  services  and  departmental  culture 
sensitization  with  regards  to  flexibility  and  individual  attention  as 
warranted  for  accommodation. 

BLVPP  REPORT 

The  BLVPP  report  has  been  used  extensively  in  this  report  due  to  its  uniqueness.  It  is  a 
systematic  and  scientific  study  surveying  accessibility  issues  among  a  specific  group  of 
disabled  persons,  and  in  many  ways  reflects  the  overall  trends  and  frustrations 
experienced  by  persons  with  other  disabilities.  The  primary  issues  in  the  deaf  and  hard  of 
hearing  community  are  around  communication  (although  very  few  complaints  are 
directed  at  the  City  due  to  the  availability  of  accommodation  found  here).  Persons 
requiring  mobility  devices  have  achieved  significant  recognition  of  their  needs,  but  the 
extent  of  work  required  for  accommodation  is  large.  In  a  world  where  embodiment  is  the 
norm,  mobility  and  communication  in  all  its  forms  is  essential  to  survival.  Any 
impairment  thereof  threatens  one's  very  existence. 

EXPERIENCED  STAFF  ADVANTAGES 

As  the  design  and  construction  work  of  the  FTP  progresses,  the  staffs  of  the  MOD,  DPW, 
and  other  departments  become  increasingly  experienced  in  those  adaptations.  Improving 
the  time  lines  of  the  completion  of  adaptation  programs  will  require  additional  staff 
positions  be  created  and  filled.  There  are  significant  side  benefits  to  the  expansion  of 
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staff,  beyond  the  completion  of  accommodation  in  far  less  time  than  currently  planned. 
These  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

•  Acceleration  of  review/approval  processes  for  all  DPW 
projects 

•  Increase  the  implementation  of  the  Better  Streets  Plan 

•  Greatly  improve  water  runoff  projects 

•  Allow  deferred  work  on  the  most  difficult  accessibility  areas 
to  begin 

•  Greatly  help  in  updating  policies  and  practices  throughout 
the  DPW,  especially  where  accessibility  issues  are  involved 

•  Develop  a  resource  of  more  specialized  teams 

•  Revenue  generation  potential  through  consultation  fees,  etc. 
as  our  reputation  of  leadership  and  accomplishment  grows 
beyond  the  county  and  the  nation. 

CURB  CUT  EXPENSE 

The  cost  of  curb  cuts  varies  from  about  $4,000  to  upwards  of  $40,000  depending  on  the 
characteristics  of  the  site.  Factors  that  increase  the  cost  include  1)  surveying  each  site  for 
elevation  and  grade  data;  2)  engineering  review  and  drawings;  3)  flat  and  level  landings 
are  required  at  the  top  and  base  of  each  ramp  which  are  not  subject  to  standing  water  or 
pavement  degradation,  and  which  are  in  tolerance  where  access  points  of  buildings  occur; 
4)  contrasting  colors  and  textures  of  surfaces  necessitating  that  different  concrete 
mixtures  be  used;  5)  police/fire  call  boxes,  utility  boxes,  and  runoff  catch  basins  (which 
can  add  as  much  as  $10,000)  frequently  must  be  relocated;  6)  erection  of  compliant 
barricades  and  detours  for  vehicles  and  pedestrians;  7)  work  must  be  scheduled  around 
commute  times  -  even  over  night  to  minimize  disruption  (often  at  premium  pay);  8) 
coordinating  with  other  City  departments  and  outside  agencies  to  schedule  and  complete 
their  portions;  9)  changes  to  sidewalk  configuration  (such  as  bulb-outs)  require  variances, 
easements,  and  property  owner  notices  (as  sidewalk  maintenance  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  adjacent  property  owner,  and  these  changes  can  increase  their  liability,  etc.);  10)  good 
engineering  gives  good  results  which  last  a  very  long  time  -  a  process  which  has  not 
always  been  done  in  the  past. 

Factors  that  relate  to  the  reconstruction  of  curb  cuts  include:  1)  changing  standards  (from 
1970s  to  2003,  both  Federal  and  State  specifications  set  and  amended);  2)  subsurface  soil 
failure  which  causes  cracks,  uneven  surfaces,  sloped  landings,  and  runoff  ponding;  3) 
insufficient  site  preparation  at  earlier  installations;  4)  damage  from  heavy  vehicles  riding 
up  and  over  curbs;  5)  poor  workmanship  and/or  product  failure  at  existing  installation;  6) 
unanticipated  effects  of  new  construction  or  other  changes  to  streetscapes,  etc. 

These  are  just  some  of  the  numerous  and  complex  issues  involved  with  access  ramps,  and 
is  by  no  means  an  exhaustive  list.  Each  site  is  unique,  and  requires  a  high  level  of 
expertise  and  craftsmanship.  A  ramp  appears  simple  enough  at  the  outset,  but  can  become 
very  involved  during  execution. 
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X.      INFORMATION  SOURCES 


Departments  Consulted: 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  (BART)  Board  of  Directors 

Department  of  Public  Works 

Mayor's  Disability  Council 

Mayor's  Office  on  Disability 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

Office  of  the  City  Attorney 

Office  of  the  City  Controller 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 

Documents/Videos: 

Americans  with  Disabilities  Act,  Title  7/(1990) 
ADA  MOD  10  Years  of  Success  (September  2009) 
ADA  Transition  Plan  for  Curbs  &  Sidewalks  (2010) 
ADA  Transition  Plan  Projects  List  (Master)  (2009) 
Blind  and  Low  Vision  Priorities  Project  (2007) 
Capital  Plan  2009-2018 
CCSF  Ten  Year  Capital  Spending  Plan  (2006) 
Disability  Status:  2000  Census  Brief  (2003) 

Enforce  Assistance  Dog  Protection  Laws  (How  to  Respond  to  Guide  or  Service  Dog 
Attacks)  2005 

Mayor 's  Office  on  Disability/Mayor 's  Disability  Council  Report  (Civil  Grand  Jury  2000- 
2001) 

MOD  Grievance  Procedure 
MTA  Announce! 

SF  Better  Streets  Plan  (2006/2010) 
Toward  Unobstructed  Access  (June  2004) 
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LIST  OF  ACRONYMS 


ADA 

Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 

BLVPP 

Blind  and  Low  Vision  Priorities  Project 

BSP 

Better  Streets  Plan 

CCSF 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

DOJ 

Department  of  Justice  (Federal) 

DPT 

Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic 

DPW 

Department  of  Public  Works 

DVAS 

Digital  Voice  Announcement  System 

FTP 

Facilities  Transition  Plan 

LRV 

Light  Rail  Vehicle 

MDC 

Mayor's  Disability  Council 

MOD 

Mayor's  Office  on  Disability 

MTA 

Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

SFPD 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 

2009-2010  Civil  Grand  Jury 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Sharing  the  Roadway:  From  Confrontation  to  Conversation 


Report  Released:  May  2010 


Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 


California  state  law  requires  that  all  58  counties  impanel  a  Grand  Jury  to  serve  during  each  fiscal  year 
(Penal  Code  section  905,  California  Constitution,  Article  I,  Section  23).  In  San  Francisco,  the  presiding 
judge  of  the  Superior  Court  impanels  two  grand  juries.  The  Indictment  Grand  Jury  has  sole  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  return  criminal  indictments.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  scrutinizes  the  conduct  of  public  business 
of  county  government. 

The  function  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  to  investigate  the  operations  of  the  various  officers,  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  government  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Each  civil  grand  jury  determines 
which  officers,  departments  and  agencies  it  will  investigate  during  its  term  of  office.  To  accomplish  this 
task,  the  grand  jury  is  divided  into  committees,  which  are  assigned  to  the  respective  departments,  or  areas, 
which  are  being  investigated.  These  committees  visit  government  facilities,  meet  with  public  officials  and 
develop  recommendations  for  improving  City  and  County  operations. 

The  19  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  serve  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  July  through  June  30  the 
following  year,  and  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  30  prospective  grand  jurors.  During  that  period 
of  time  it  is  estimated  that  a  minimum  of  approximately  500  hours  will  be  required  for  grand  jury  service. 
By  state  law,  a  person  is  eligible  if  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  1 8  years  of  age  or  older,  of  ordinary 
intelligence  and  good  character,  and  has  a  working  knowledge  of  the  English  language. 


Applications  to  serve  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  available  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  office: 

•  by  phone  (415)  551-3605  (weekdays  8:00-4:30) 

•  in  person  at  the  Grand  Jury  Office,  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

•  online  by  completing  the  application  at 

http://www.sfsuperiorcourt.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx7documentidH988 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  identifying  information 
about  individuals  who  provided  information  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  As  to  each 
finding  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with  the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it, 
wholly  or  partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury, 
the  responding  party  must  either  report  (1)  that  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a 
summary  explanation  of  how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but 
will  be  implemented  in  the  future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation 
requires  further  analysis,  with  an  explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer 
or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to  discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  this  report);  or  (4)  that 
recommendation  will  not  be  implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of 
why  that  is.  (California  Penal  Code,  Sections  933,  933.05.) 
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PURPOSE  OF  THIS  REPORT 


The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  focus  City  attention  on  identified  barriers  to  the  successful 
implementation  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan:  serious  mistrust,  conflict  and 
misunderstandings  among  City  stakeholders  including  motorists,  cyclists,  and  pedestrians. 
To  move  towards  everyone  seeing  him/her  self  as  part  of  the  community  sharing  the 
roadway,  the  Jury  recommends  actions  and  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Plan. 

I.  SUMMARY 

The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  (Plan)  endeavors  to  "make  bicycling  an  integral  part  of 
daily  life  in  San  Francisco"  with  a  goal  to  "increase  safe  bicycle  use."  The  objectives  of 
the  Plan  are  to  increase  the  daily  number  of  bicycle  trips,  develop  improved  bicycle  use 
tracking,  and  address  the  rate  of  bicycle  collisions.  The  Jury  reviewed  the  Plan  and 
focused  on  the  issues  of  education,  enforcement,  and  equity.  The  actions  and  attitudes  of 
travelers  incorporating  all  modes  of  roadway  use  have  a  direct  bearing  on  the  success  of 
the  Plan.  Motorists  and  cyclists  must  come  to  a  greater  understanding  of  each  other's 
requirements,  abilities,  and  responsibilities  as  they  share  the  byways  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco. 

Education  can  bridge  the  mistrust,  misunderstanding,  and  misperception  motorists  and 
cyclists  have  of  each  other,  and  shift  toward  a  more  unified  cultural  perspective  and 
coexistence  on  the  streets.  Safety  and  mutual  respect  are  key  topics  to  address,  and  can  be 
delivered  in  a  positive  fashion  through  a  broad  range  of  media  formats. 

Enforcement  of  traffic  codes  is  seen  by  most  advocates  of  cycling  as  absolutely  essential 
to  raise  the  level  of  safety  and  thereby  encourage  more  travelers  to  opt  for  bicycle  use. 
The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  (SFPD)  has  a  critical  role  to  play,  as  their 
experience  and  leadership  enable  them  to  target  enforcement  of  the  violations  which  most 
impact  predictability  and/or  render  the  most  severe  consequences.  During  the 
development  of  the  Plan,  the  participation  of  the  SFPD  has  been  minimal,  causing 
inconsistent  and  incomplete  directives  and  procedures,  frustration  over  mixed  messages 
and  lack  of  community  support.  Such  a  vital  element  as  the  SFPD  must  play  an  active 
role  in  the  improvement  and  implementation  of  the  Plan. 

Equity,  defined  as  perceived  fairness,  is  essential  to  the  successful  formation  of  bicycle 
policy  on  a  citywide  basis  in  a  densely  populated  urban  area. 

II.  INTRODUCTION 

At  the  turn  of  the  20th  century,  streets  were  shared  by  horse-drawn  vehicles,  streetcars, 
pedestrians,  pushcart  vendors,  and  children  at  play.  The  new  automobile  disrupted  the 
status  quo.  Anti-jay  walking  or  anti-pedestrian  campaigns  were  accepted  by  citizenry  as  a 
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way  to  "get  with  the  times."  In  a  San  Francisco  safety  campaign  of  1920,  pedestrians 
found  themselves  pulled  into  a  mocked-up  outdoor  courtroom  and  lectured  on  the  perils 
of  jaywalking  (Donnan,  1920,  in  Norton,  2007).  By  1930,  motorists  forced  pedestrians 
from  the  streets,  and  supremacy  of  the  automobile  reigned  (Norton,  2007). 

Street  rivalries  are  not  a  new  phenomenon.  For  well  over  a  century,  ever  since  the 
invention  of  the  velocipede,  patented  in  1866  by  Pierre  Lallement,  another  means  of 
transportation  entered  the  fray. 

Bicycles  are  here  to  stay  and  form  an  integral  part  of  daily  life  in  San  Francisco.  Today 
we  ask  how  can  the  motorist  and  cyclist  safely  share  the  road  without  confrontation?  To 
whom  do  the  streets  belong?  How  can  the  conversation  begin? 

The  bicycle  community  frequently  refers  to  the  Six  E's.  These  elements  are  important  in 
addressing  the  needs  of  the  community.  Originally  four  elements,  they  have  recently 
been  expanded  to  six  to  recognize  the  importance  of  equity  and  evaluation.  The  San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Plan,  written  in  2006,  addresses  the  original  four  elements.  The  Jury 
has  reviewed  the  Bicycle  Plan  and  finds  that  the  Plan  is  workable  so  far,  but  it  makes 
recommendations  for  improvement,  specifically  to  the  education,  enforcement,  and 
equity  elements. 


THE  SIX  E's 
Engineering 
Education 
Enforcement 
Encouragement 
Evaluation 
Equity 


III.  METHODOLOGY 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury's  investigation  consisted  of  a  review  of  confidential  interviews, 
correspondence,  documents,  literature,  local  and  national  data,  newspaper  articles,  letters 
to  the  editor,  and  Internet  sites.  (See  Section  XIII:  Appendix  A:  References.) 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  commenced  its  investigation  in  July  2009.  It  conducted  interviews 
with  officers,  employees  and  citizens  from  the  following: 

•  Doctoral  Students,  Department  of  City  &  Regional  Planning,  Safe 
Transportation  Research  and  Education  Center  University  of  California, 
Berkeley 

•  Livable  Cities 

•  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee 

•  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition 

•  San  Francisco  Controller's  Office 
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•  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

•  San  Francisco  Police  Department 

•  San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Collaborative  Justice  Department 

•  Superior  Court  of  San  Francisco  Traffic  Court 

•  University  of  California,  Davis,  Transportation  and  Parking  Services 


IV.  INVESTIGATION 


Attitudes/Perceptions 

A  November  5,  2009  article  about  San  Francisco's  cycling  habits  was  published  in  the 
New  York  Times.  Scott  James  concluded,  "Just  try  to  talk  about  obeying  traffic  laws  and 
suddenly  the  loveliest  eco-friendly  riders  are  instantly  transformed  into  venom-spewing 
bike  bullies.  I  was  warned  several  times  not  to  write  about  this  or  risk  being  publicly 
vilified  as  an  enemy  of  the  bike  world." 

In  response  to  Scott  James's  article  (http://sfcitizen.com/blog/tag/scott-james,  November 
6,  2009)  one  Internet  site  contributor  writes,  "Scott  James  has  a  tiger  by  the  tail  with  'San 
Francisco's  Cyclists  Facing  Backlash  for  Flouting  Rules  of  the  Road.'  You  see,  he 
doesn't  just  talk  about  cyclists  blowing  stop  signs  at  speed,  he  goes  and  documents  it,  all 
judgmental  like.  Then  he  posts  it  on  the  YouTube  for  tout  le  monde  to  see.  That's  going 
to  rub  some  peoples'  fur  the  wrong  way." 

Similar  perceptions  and  attitudes  toward  cyclists  and  motorists  can  be  followed  in 
numerous  blogs,  letters  to  the  editor,  and  in  a  multitude  of  Internet  sites.  Reviews  of 
recent  letters  to  the  editor  in  local  newspapers  are  typically  written  by  non-cyclists 
displeased  with  some  encounter  with  a  cyclist.  The  titles  of  the  letters  are  indicative  of 
their  frustration:  Don't  Run  Me  Down  (July  9,  2009);  Obey  the  Rules  of  the  Road  (July 

13,  2009);  Bike  Arrogance  (July  13,  2009);  Out  of  Control  (July  13,  2009;  Watch  Out 
(July  13,  2009);  A  Bicycle  Free-for-All  on  Market  (October  1,  2009);  The  Road  Has 
Rules  (October  5,  2009);  Surviving  Streets  of  San  Francisco  (October  22,  2009); 
Pedestrians,  Beware  (October  22,  2009);  Ticket  the  Bad  Bicyclists  (November  3,  2009); 
Critical  Mass:  You're  Not  Helping  (November  6,  2009);  Ride  and  Bike  Safely  (November 
6,  2009);  I'm  a  Bike  Victim  (November  20,  2009);  Off  the  Sidewalk  (November  24,  2009); 
Bicycles  are  Dangerous  (December  13,  2009);  Letter  to  the  Editor  response  to  Critical 
Mass'  Naked  Spirit  Rides  On  (January  2,  2010);  and  Watch  Out,  Angry  Cyclist  (February 

14,  2010).  Two  recent  columns  by  Jon  Carroll  address  the  issue  motorists  and  cyclists: 
When  You're  Riding  at  Night,  Wear  White  (October  22,  2009);  and  Why  Can't  We  AUJust 
Get  Along?  (November  10,  2009). 

A  weekly  San  Francisco  Chronicle  Poll  (December  12,  2009)  inquired,  Do  we  need  new 
laws  to  reduce  tensions  between  motorists  and  cyclists?  While  it  is  recognized  that  this  is 
not  a  scientific  study,  but  only  a  tabulation  of  readers'  response,  the  results  are  interesting. 
The  answers  to  the  question:  "No,  obey  the  laws  we  have"  registered  44.0%  of  the  total 
489  responses.  "No,  get  cyclists  off  the  road"  rated  24.7%  of  the  responders;  followed  by 
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19.6%  who  agreed  with  "Yes,  and  clarify  the  rights  of  cyclists"  and  11.7%  who  agreed 
with  "Yes,  traffic  laws  are  to  maintain  traffic  flow,  not  protect  cyclists." 

A  cyclist  (Splork,  undated)  expresses  his  thoughts  from  the  viewpoint  of  a  cyclist  in  I  Am 
a  Cyclist:  An  Open  Letter  to  Car  Drivers  Everywhere.  It  reflects  the  many  concerns 
voiced  by  cyclists  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  about  tensions  arising  from  the  sharing  of  the 
roadway. 

I  am  a  cyclist.  I  get  on  my  bike  and  go  for  a  pedal  as  time  allows.  I  do  it  because  it  is 
what  I  do  for  exercise  and  recreation.  I  like  the  freedom.  I  like  the  rhythm.  I  love 
everything  about  it,  except  one  thing:  People  driving  cars. 

I  am  under  constant  siege  by  people  in  cars.  When  I  go  for  a  bike  ride  I  am  typically 
alone.  I  try  to  go  out  when  the  traffic  is  at  a  minimum.  I  stay  as  far  to  the  right  on  the 
road  as  I  can  without  inflicting  another  kind  of  danger  to  my  health.  I  am  simply  a  man 
on  his  bike.  Unfortunately  I  am  not  safe. 

So  what  is  it  about  a  guy,  or  gal,  on  their  bike  that  causes  so  much  aggravation  to  people 
who  drive  cars?  Is  it  jealousy?  75%  of  Americans  are  overweight.  I'm  not.  The  people  I 
know  who  ride  bikes  are  certainly  not.  Odds  say  that  75%  of  the  people  aggravating  me 
on  my  bike  are  overweight. 

Is  it  because  we  look  different?  I  wear  a  helmet.  I  don't  have  a  couple  of  thousand  pounds 
of  a  metal  shell  protecting  me.  I  wear  tight  shorts  with  padding  in  the  seat.  Why?  Because 
it  makefsj  the  activity  more  comfortable  and  it's  hard  enough  to  fight  through  the  wind 
without  baggy  shorts  flapping  around.  I  wear  gloves.  Ever  taken  a  fall  at  20  miles  an 
hour?  The  first  thing  that  happens  is  you  put  your  hand  out  to  cushion  the  impact.  Know 
how  long  it  takes  for  road  rash  to  heal  on  the  palm  of  your  hand?  A  long  time.  And  it 
hurts.  I  wear  sunglasses  just  like  you.  You  wear  them  to  keep  the  sun  out  of  your  eyes  and 
to  look  cool.  I  wear  them  to  keep  the  sun  out  of  my  eyes,  to  look  cool  and  to  keep  debris 
out  of  my  eyes.  I  wear  a  shirt  with  pockets  in  the  back.  It's  my  glove  compartment. 

People  tell  me  they  are  mad  at  cyclists  because  they  get  in  their  way  when  they  are 
driving.  I'm  sorry  that  I  am  going  18  mph  in  a  30  mph  zone  that  you  want  to  go  45  mph 
in.  It's  tragic.  Wait  for  a  safe  place  to  pass.  But  why  would  you  give  me  the  one  finger 
salute  as  you  go  by?  Why  do  you  need  to  throw  your  half  empty  water  bottle  at  me?  Why 
do  you  need  to  fling  your  cigarette  butt  at  me  when  you  pass?  I  don't  think  you'd  do  the 
same  to  someone  in  their  car.  Why  the  disrespect? 

And  why  are  you  so  impatient  that  you  can't  even  pass  me  when  it's  safe?  Do  you  have  to 
be  in  such  a  hurry  as  we  both  crest  a  hill  that  you  endanger  yourself  a  driver  in  the  other 
lane  and  me  as  you  pass  to  the  left  on  a  little  country  road,  as  we  go  over  that  hill?  Why 
so  impatient? 

Why  do  you  feel  like  you  have  to  speed  by  me  at  55  mph  when  neither  of  us  have  a 
shoulder  to  travel  on?  Even  worse,  why  do  you  have  to  play  chicken  with  me  to  see  how 
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close  you  can  get  to  me?  I  think  2-feet  at  55  mph  is  a  little  close  don't  cha  think?  If  you 
slow  down  and  give  me  a  little  room  then  you  can  simply  speed  back  up  when  you  get 
around  me  safely.  Is  it  that  hard  to  press  back  down  on  the  accelerator?  Why  is  5-10 
seconds  so  precious  out  of  your  life  that  you  are  willing  to  sacrifice  mine  for  it? 

Why  the  hatred?  I  am  riding  a  bicycle.  I  don't  pollute.  I  don't  use  any  gasoline  in  my 
travels.  When  you  pass  me  by  in  your  dual-king  cab  V-8  pickup  truck  towing  a  boat,  you 
should  be  thanking  me  that  I'm  not  using  any  gasoline  in  my  recreational  activity  that  you 
are,  and  will  be,  using.  You  would  rather  throw  your  fast  food  wrapper  at  me  instead  and 
tell  me  to  get  off  the  road.  The  very  road  that  my  tax  dollars  helped  pay  for  too. 

And  by  the  by  kind  driver.  It  is  absolutely  and  completely  legal  for  me  to  ride  my  bicycle 
on  the  roads.  It  is  absolutely  not  legal  (in  most  communities  anyway),  to  ride  a  bicycle  on 
the  sidewalk.  So  stop  telling  me  to  get  on  it!  It's  a  side  WALK.  Not  a  sideCYCLE.  If  we  gel 
on  the  sidewalk  we  get  yelled  at  by  the  walkers.  We  get  on  the  road  and  get  harassed  by 
drivers.  I  like  to  go  fast  anyway  so  I'll  stick  to  the  roads. 

Tell  your  governments  to  build  shoulders,  at  least,  on  the  roads  they  build.  Governments 
do  not  want  to  spend  the  money  on  bike  lanes  because  they  say  no  one  will  use  them.  Yet, 
when  you  ask  people  why  they  don't  ride  their  bikes  they  say  there  aren't  any  place  safe 
to  do  so.  Catch-22  if  I've  ever  heard  one. 

So  I  brought  up  legal  stuff.  Yes,  I  know  you  have  all  seen  the  cyclist  that  blew  through  the 
red  light.  Or  didn't  stop  at  the  stop  sign.  Or  was  riding  four  abreast  with  his  crew 
keeping  you  from  being  able  to  pass  comfortably.  These  cyclists  are  jerks.  No  doubt 
about  it.  And  since  you  never  speed  or  do  a  rolling  stop  through  a  stop  sign,  I'm  sure  you 
are  justified  in  getting  huffy  with  these  two-wheeled  miscreants,  right? 

I  see  a  lot  of  things  when  I  ride  my  bike.  You  might  be  amazed  at  the  number  of fresh  beer 
cartons  I  see  on  the  side  of  the  road  during  my  early  morning  Saturday  bike  ride.  Lots  of 
people  in  cars  are  pigs  in  other  ways.  Cigarette  butts  adorn  our  roadways  like  you 
wouldn't  believe.  Litter  is  still  a  problem.  I  think  if  more  people  got  out  of  their  car  they 
wouldn't  be  so  quick  to  chuck  stuff  out  of  their  windows.... 

When  I'm  riding  my  bike  I  feel  smug.  This  past  weekend  I  had  the  amazing  opportunity  to 
follow  behind  a  hawk  soaring  50  feet  above  me  for  like  a  quarter  of  a  mile.  It  was 
beautiful.  I'm  glad  people  in  cars  never  get  that  experience. 

When  I  ride  my  bicycle  I  have  to  ride  perfectly.  Particularly  on  the  Tennessee  roads  I 
ride  on.  There  are  no  shoulders.  The  roads  are  built  for  1930-40  's  farm  traffic,  not 
suburban  dwellers  driving  around  in  their  Suburban  gasoline  chuggers.  If  I  make  a 
mistake  it  puts  me  in  the  path  of  a  vehicle  behind  me  that  isn't  giving  me  much  room  to 
work  with  anyway.  Car  drivers  aren't  worried  about  being  perfect.  Why,  they  have  too 
much  stuff  going  on:  Unwrapping  a  Big-Mac,  getting  the  DVD  spun  up  for  the  twin 
spawn  in  the  back  seat,  texting  their  boyfriend  the  location  of  the  par-tay,  lighting  up  that 


cigarette  or  fumbling  about  with  the  iPod,  all  at  a  comfy  speed  of  50  MPH  in  a  35  MPH 
speed  zone. 

The  problem  is,  if  I'm  not  perfect  I  pay  for  it  with  my  life.  If  you  aren't  perfect,  I  pay  for  it 
with  my  life.  It  doesn't  matter  if  you  are  right  or  I  am  wrong,  or  I  am  right  and  you  are 
wrong,  when  it  comes  to  sharing  the  road,  the  cyclist  always,  always,  always  loses. 
Always. 

The  next  time  you  drive  by  me  and  decide  it  would  be  a  great  time  to  throw  your  soda  can 
out  the  window  in  my  path,  consider  if  you  would  like  for  me  to  throw  the  same  can  at 
you  when  you  are  walking  into  the  Feed  and  Choke  for  your  5  o'clock  feeding.  I  doubt 
you  would  be  very  amused.  I  am  certainly  not  amused  at  your  antics  that  you  perform 
from  your  car  when  I  am  riding  my  bicycle.  A  little  respect  would  be  really  cool. 

And  for  those  of  you  who  drive  by  at  a  reasonable  speed  and  distance,  who  give  a  little 
wave  and  maybe  a  little  knowing  smile:  It  does  not  go  unappreciated  or  unnoticed.  Thank 
you.  Believe  me,  we  see  and  notice  everything. 

A  study  conducted  at  the  University  of  Strathclyde  (Glasgow,  Scotland)  in  2002 
(Basford,  et  al.)  examined  drivers'  perceptions  of  cyclists.  When  respondents  were  asked 
to  specifically  focus  on  cyclists,  associations  with  them  were  found  to  be  predominately 
negative.  Positives  of  cycling  regarded  by  drivers  were  that: 

•  Cycling  was  healthy  and  had  personal  and  environmental  benefits,  and 

•  Cyclists  were  brave  to  cycle  in  motorist  traffic  despite  the  lack  of  any  real 
protection 

The  negative  descriptors  associated  by  motorists  to  cycling  or  cyclists  were: 

•  arrogant 

•  dangerous 

•  despised 

•  erratic/unpredictable 

•  inconvenient 

•  irresponsible 

•  vulnerable 

In  additional  investigation,  respondents  were  also  asked  to  describe  an  "ideal  cyclist." 
An  ideal  cyclist  was  found  to  be  one  who  was  responsible,  exhibited  awareness  and 
courtesy  toward  other  road  users,  and  abided  by  the  Highway  Code  as  motorized  vehicles 
are  required  to  do.  Drivers  felt  that  cyclists  who  wore  helmets  and  had  working  lights, 
reflectors,  and  mirrors  were  more  likely  to  act  responsibly  (Basford,  p.  9). 

Overall,  drivers  perceived  cyclists  as  posing  problems.  The  main  cause  was 
unpredictability  of  cyclists'  behavior.  Secondly,  drivers  saw  the  underlying 
unpredictability  as  stemming  from  attitudes  and  limited  competence  of  the  cyclists 


9 


themselves,  not  the  difficulty  of  the  situations  that  cyclists  are  often  forced  to  face  on  the 
road  (Basford,  p.  13).  The  study  had  three  major  recommendations  (Basford,  p.  31): 

•  Improve  roadway  design 

•  Raise  awareness 

•  Increase  enforcement 

Tensions  between  the  police  and  the  cycling  community  are  apparently  considerable.  To 
support  this  statement,  here  is  a  comment  from  Leah  Shahum,  Director  of  the  Bicycle 
Coalition  (sf.streetsblog.org,  December  4,  2009)  regarding  the  actions  of  police  after  an 
accident  between  a  motorist  and  a  cyclist:  "It's  not  only  deeply  disturbing  that  this  bias 
against  bicyclists  still  exists  within  the  SF  Police  Department,  but  I  believe  it  is  illegal, 
given  the  Department's  responsibility  to  uphold  the  law  fairly  and  without  personal  bias. 
Chief  Gascon  should  make  it  a  priority  to  educate  his  officers  and  hold  them  accountable. 
Without  leadership  from  the  new  Chief,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  bicyclists  will 
continue  to  bear  the  brunt  of  a  dangerously  biased  police  force.  In  this  day  and  age,  San 
Francisco  cannot  turn  a  blind  eye  to  this." 

The  relationship  between  the  police  and  some  cyclists  can  be  gleaned  from  a  review  of 
complaints  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  (OCC).  The  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints  was  created  as  a  separate  city  department  by  an  amendment  to  the  San 
Francisco  City  Charter  (Section  4.127)  in  1982  and  placed  under  the  direct  supervision  of 
the  Police  Commission.  The  mission  of  the  Office  of  Citizen  Complaints  is  to  "promptly, 
fairly  and  impartially  investigate  complaints  against  San  Francisco  police  officers  and 
make  policy  recommendations  regarding  police  practices."  It  is  staffed  by  civilians  who 
have  never  been  police  officers  in  San  Francisco. 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  obtained  data  regarding  forty-two  OCC  complaints  filed  against 
police  officers  by  cyclists  between  February  27,  2008  and  July  2,  2009.  The  types  of 
complaints  are  as  follows:  unnecessary  force;  parking  in  bike  lane;  cited  without  cause; 
detained  without  justification;  pat  searched;  inappropriate  comments;  drove  unsafely; 
false  statements;  incomplete  accident  report;  failed  to  report  a  traffic  stop;  failed  to  take 
appropriate  action;  improper  crowd  control;  failed  to  investigate;  threatened; 
inappropriate  behavior;  failed  to  follow  a  General  Order;  failed  to  take  required  action; 
and  failed  to  provide  medical  attention. 

Twenty-six  (61.9%)  of  the  complaints  were  dismissed  due  to  insufficient  information  or 
lack  of  witnesses.  Twelve  (28.6%)  of  the  police  officers  were  found  to  have  acted 
appropriately.  One  case  was  referred  to  another  agency.  The  Office  of  Citizen 
Complaints  upheld  the  remaining  three  cases,  or  7.1%  of  the  complaints.  Two  were  due 
to  technicalities  or  failure  to  follow  a  specific  General  Order  and  the  third  involved  a 
motorcycle  officer  who  made  an  improper  left  turn  in  front  of  a  cyclist.  Thus,  a  small 
percentage  of  complaints  (7. 1  %)  over  a  sixteen-month  period  was  sustained. 

Police  officers  report  (Interview,  December  2009)  that  of  all  the  complaints  filed  against 
them,  one  percent  are  from  motorists  and  twenty  to  thirty  percent  are  from  cyclists. 
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Officers  commented  that  the  potential  for  complaints  from  cyclists  makes  them  reluctant 
to  cite  cyclists. 

Summary:  Attitudes  and  Perceptions 

It  appears  from  review  of  the  literature  and  comments  from  interviews  that  the  jury 
conducted,  that  motorists  see  cyclists  as  arrogant,  dangerous,  despised, 
erratic/unpredictable,  inconvenient,  irresponsible,  and  vulnerable.  Cyclists  are  viewed  by 
many  non-cyclists  as  not  paying  their  fair  share.  Cyclists  see  motorists  as  an  impediment, 
selfish,  materialistic,  causing  world  havoc  with  financial  systems  and  the  environment. 
Cyclists  embrace  riding  because  it  is  good  for  the  environment,  the  economy  (including 
theirs)  and  the  exercise.  Cyclists  love  freedom  and  the  lack  of  any  fees  or  fines.  Some 
police  comment  that  the  potential  of  complaints  from  cyclists  makes  them  reluctant  to 
cite  cyclists  for  violations.  Many  bicycle  community  members  view  the  police  as  biased 
against  cyclists,  and  believe  the  police  need  to  uphold  the  law  fairly. 

If  San  Francisco  truly  wants  to  increase  responsible  bicycle  use,  it  will  need  to  solve  the 
issues  of  anger,  misunderstanding,  and  mistrust  between  motorists  and  cyclists,  and 
increase  everyone's  view  of  shared  responsibility  on  the  roadway.  Addressing  these 
issues  will  ease  the  conflict  regarding  facilities  and  the  network  of  bike  lanes,  targeted 
enforcement  and  education.  This  effort  will  help  develop  a  culture  in  which  everyone 
regards  himself/herself  as  a  part  of  the  community,  as  well  as  a  cyclist  or  as  a  motorist. 

Education  and  Enforcement/The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan 

The  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan1  (Plan)  (June  2009)  recognizes  bicycling  as  a  "critical 
component  to  improving  the  future  health  and  prosperity  of  San  Francisco."  (San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Plan,  2009).  The  Plan  views  bicycling  as  an  integral  part  of  daily  life. 
The  Plan's  goals  are  (Plan,  2009,  p.  ii): 

1 .  Refine  and  expand  the  existing  bicycle  route  network 

2.  Ensure  plentiful,  high-quality  bicycle  parking 

3.  Expand  bicycle  access  to  transit  and  bridges 

4.  Educate  the  public  about  bicycle  safety 

5.  Improve  bicycle  safety  through  targeted  enforcement 

6.  Promote  and  encourage  safe  bicycling 

7.  Adopt  bicycle  friendly  practices  and  policies 

8.  Prioritize  and  increase  bicycle  funding 

In  1982,  bicycle  policies  were  added  to  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan:  Transportation 
Element.  The  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  published  the  first  San  Francisco 
Bicycle  Plan  in  1997,  which  established  an  official  network  and  policies  to  support 
bicycling.  In  2001,  DPT  amended  and  re-adopted  the  Plan.  The  County  Transportation 
Authority  (CTA),  the  Planning  Commission,  the  Citizens'  Advisory  Council  (CAC),  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  (BOS)  and  the  Mayor  approved  the  2005  Plan.  The  BOS  adopted 
the  Plan  framework  on  June  27,  2006  by  Ordinance  No.  109-05.  An  Environmental 
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Impact  Review  (EIR),  required  as  a  result  of  a  lawsuit,  was  completed  in  November 

2008.  The  Plan  EIR  was  certified  and  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA) 
findings  were  subsequently  approved.  The  MTA  Board  approved  the  projects  in  June 

2009.  As  of  this  writing,  the  three-year  old  injunction  prohibiting  the  implementation  of 
the  Plan,  which  prevented  all  physical  improvements  for  bicycles,  has  been  partially 
lifted. 

Acknowledgement  of  various  agencies,  committees,  boards,  consultants,  and  government 
officials  in  the  development  of  the  June  26,  2009  Plan  includes  a  list  of  1 19  individuals: 
Mayor,  Board  of  Supervisors;  former  supervisors;  SFMTA  Board  of  Directors;  San 
Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  staff;  former  San  Francisco  CTA  staff;  San 
Francisco  MTA  staff;  former  San  Francisco  MTA  staff;  an  Oversight  Committee 
(including  members  of  Planning,  Office  of  the  Mayor,  MTA,  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Coalition,  and  Transportation  for  a  Livable  City);  a  Technical  Advisory  Committee;  San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  Bicycle  Plan  Review  Task  Force;  San  Francisco 
Bicycle  Advisory  Committee;  former  BAC  members;  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition; 
and  a  Consultant  Team  (Alta  Planning  &  Design,  Parisi  Associates,  and  Pittman 
Associates).  Not  all  stakeholders  were  represented.  One  police  officer  served  on  the 
Technical  Advisory  Committee.  Pedestrians,  public  transit  riders,  non-cyclists  and 
motorists  were  not  represented. 

In  an  effort  to  address  the  conflicts  between  motorists  and  cyclists,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 
focused  on  two  of  the  Plan's  goals:  Education  and  Enforcement.  To  this  end,  the  Civil 
Grand  Jury  interviewed  individuals  from  the  San  Francisco  community,  including 
members  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Transportation  Agency,  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition,  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Advisory  Committee,  and  the  Livable  City  program.  In  addition,  the  Jury  interviewed 
individuals  from  other  cities  and  college  campuses  as  well  as  doctoral  candidates  in  city 
and  regional  planning  and  safe  transportation/research.  It  reviewed  numerous  documents 
and  data  related  to  cycling. 

Transportation-to-work  bicycle  usage  in  San  Francisco  has  increased  from  2.3%  in  2007 
to  2.7%  in  2008.  The  2009  Bicycle  Count  Report  (SFMTA,  2010)  indicates  an  8.5% 
increase  over  2008  to  2.9%.  The  methodology  for  collecting  this  data  is  designed  to  help 
identify  trends  and  is  not  meant  to  measure  that  exact  number  of  cyclists.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  counts  are  done  in  the  first  three  weeks  of  August  when  the  weather  is 
typically  dry  and  longer  periods  of  daylight  encourage  bicycling.  Thirty-five  counts  were 
conducted  between  5:00  and  6:30  PM  at  thirty-three  locations.  Twenty  MTA  part-time 
interns  were  available  to  do  the  counts.  Some  streets  have  had  much  higher  than  an  8.5% 
increase  such  as  11th  and  Market  (48.3%  increase  from  2006).  The  American 
Community  Survey  (ACS)  is  a  nationwide  survey  and  a  critical  element  of  the  U.S. 
Census  Bureau's  census  program.  ACS  collects  and  produces  population  and  housing 
information  every  year  instead  of  every  ten  years.  ACS  shows  the  percentage  of  trips  to 
work  in  2000  at  2.1%;  2003  at  1.9%;  2006  at  2.5%;  2007  at  2.7%;  and  in  2008  at  2.9%. 
The  estimated  percentage  of  all  trips  by  bicycles  in  San  Francisco  (2008)  is  6.0% 
(SFMTA,  2010). 
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Education 

The  Education  Chapter  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan's  (Plan)  focus  is  to  educate  the 
public  about  bicycle  safety.  The  objectives  are  to  create,  fund  and  implement  (Plan, 
2009,  p  xi): 

1 .  Bicycle  safety  curricula  for  the  general  public  and  targeted  populations 

2.  Bicycle  safety  outreach  campaigns  for  motorists,  bicyclists,  and  the  general  public 

To  this  end,  the  action  plan  (p.  xi)  recommends  the  following: 

•  Provide  SFMTA  bicycle  safety  information  to  diverse  age,  income  and  ethnic 
populations 

•  Provide  SFMTA  bicycle  safety  information  in  multiple  languages 

•  Partner  with  other  agencies  to  distribute  SFMTA  bicycle  safety  educational 
materials 

•  Work  the  SFPD  to  create  a  bicycle  traffic  school  curriculum  as  an  option  in  lieu 
of  other  pecuniary  penalties  for  traffic  law  violations 

•  Increase  SFMTA  participation  in  Bike  to  Work  Day  activities 

•  Implement  new  outreach  campaigns  for  improved  bicycle  facilities 

•  Develop  SFMTA  bicycle  safety  classes  for  city  employees 

•  Develop  an  SFMTA  bicycle  safety  workshop  for  transit  vehicle  and  other  large 
fleet-vehicle  operators 

•  Develop  bicycle  education  curricula  for  use  in  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District  and  San  Francisco  public  colleges. 

•  Work  with  the  SFPD  to  promote  a  transportation  curriculum  in  lieu  of  driver's 
education  at  city  high  schools 

Training  Materials 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency's  51 -page  Bicycle  Guide  is 
comprehensive  as  it  covers  a  bicycle  equipment  check;  general  bicycle  rules;  traffic  lane 
intersections  and  turn  information;  riding  in  bike  lanes;  riding  on  bike  routes;  bicycling  at 
night;  riding  in  rain  and  fog;  riding  near  streetcars;  trucks  and  busses;  bicycle  route  signs; 
full  use  of  lanes;  parking;  bikes  on  transit;  helmets;  avoiding  collisions  and  injuries; 
grates,  plates,  trenches  and  potholes;  collision  information;  the  Co-exist  Outreach 
campaign;  bicycle  safety  information;  the  Waller  Street  bicycle  learning  area;  parts  of  the 
bicycle;  bicycling  sizing  and  fit;  gearing  and  shifting;  brochures  and  publications;  and 
important  telephone  numbers  and  Internet  links. 

In  comparison  to  the  SFMTA  comprehensive  Bicycle  Guide,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 
reviewed  two  documents  that  are  used  for  training  purposes  for  the  police  in  basic  bicycle 
skills  and  tactics.  There  is  little  correlation  between  the  SFMTA  document  and  the  police 
training  material.  The  SFMTA  information  is  timely  and  current;  the  police  training 
materials  are  outdated  and  incomplete.  Current  SFPD  training  materials  that  are  aimed  at 
training  police  do  not  have  materials  on  controlling  bicycle  traffic. 
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The  first  police  training  document  is  the  Basic  Bicycle  Patrol  Skills  and  Tactics,  a  three- 
day  course.  The  material  is  undated,  but  appears  to  have  been  written  in  the  1990s.  The 
Table  of  Contents  lists  four  chapters:  I.  Safety  Policy/Course  Objectives/Assembly  Bill 
2499  (1994).  II.  Course  Outline.  III.  Physical  Maintenance.  IV.  ABC  Quick 
Check/Riding  Techniques/Enforcement  Procedures.  These  four  chapters  contain 
information  about  AB  2499  (1994)  which  is  a  one-page  review  of  the  Vehicle  Code;  two 
Department  Bulletins  from  1998  signed  by  Chief  Fred  Lau;  fifteen  pages  of  conditioning 
and  training  (for  riding  bicycles);  one  page  of  stretching  exercises;  one  page  on 
calculating  heart  rate;  six  pages  on  a  nutrition  primer;  and  nine  pages  on  pre-ride 
inspection  or  the  Air,  Brake,  Crank  (ABC)  Quick  Guide.  The  enforcement  procedures 
consist  of  eleven  pages  of  items  such  as  stealth  technique,  slide  technique,  slow  riding 
techniques,  negotiating  curbs,  descending  curbs,  panic  braking/stopping,  mounting  and 
dismounting,  remounting  techniques,  ascending  stairs,  descending  stairs,  suspect 
apprehension  techniques,  basic  formations,  intersections,  commands,  and  riding  in  the 
rain.  It  is  unclear  why  these  topics  fall  under  the  heading  of  enforcement. 

The  second  document,  10-Hour  Bicycle  Patrol  Skills  Course,  is  also  undated,  but  follows 
much  of  the  same  content  as  the  above  document.  However,  it  contains  six  pages 
concerning  the  California  Vehicle  Code  related  to  bicycles  dated  April  2002. 

One  source  for  updating  the  current  police  training  materials  is  the  State  of  California 
Commission  on  Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training  (POST)  program  established  by 
the  legislature  in  1959  to  provide  support  for  police  selection  and  training  standards. 
POST  funding  comes  from  the  Police  Officers'  Training  Fund,  which  receives  moneys 
from  the  State  Penalty  Assessment  Fund.  The  POST  program  is  voluntary  and  incentive- 
based;  it  is  an  information  center  that  includes  identifying  trends  and  emerging  needs  to 
enable  law  enforcement  to  focus  on  and  address  society's  changing  issues.  While 
numerous  course  offerings  are  virtually  identical  to  the  material  in  the  SFPD  manuals,  it 
appears  that  the  POST  materials  are  current.  POST  has  a  procedure  for  suggesting 
modification  to  existing  content  of  coursework. 

Much  literature  and  many  materials  exist  related  to  Bicycle  Education,  so  many  that 
listing  them  here  is  not  feasible.  Many  websites  such  as  those  developed  by  the  San 
Francisco  Bicycle  Coalition,  the  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  or  the  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Transportation  Agency  are  easily  accessed  online.  Another  recommended  site 
for  extensive  cycling  information  is  the  League  of  American  Bicyclists,  which  has 
extensive  information  regarding  coursework  and  instructors  by  state,  an  instruction 
information  section  for  instructors,  and  education  videos.  It  provides  current  information 
regarding  advocacy,  bicycle  community,  and  events. 

The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  and  the  Bicycle  Coalition  cooperated  on  the 
production  of  a  video  regarding  safe  cycling  which  can  be  viewed  at 
http://www.sfbike.org/7bikelaw_sfpd_video.  Excellent  resources  include  an  internal 
training  video  produced  by  the  Portland  (Oregon)  Police  Bureau  (October  2009) 
(http://bikeportland.org/2009/10/07/portland-police-release-new-bicycle-traffic  enforce- 
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ment-training-video/).  In  the  fall  of  2009,  the  Chicago  Police  Department  released  a 
training  video  for  its  traffic  enforcement  officers.  The  video  can  be  viewed  at 
http://www.chicagobikes.org/video/index. php?loadVideo=police_training_2009. 

Insurance 

Not  all  cyclists  are  aware  of  the  availability  and  the  importance  of  property  and  liability 
insurance.  Attorneys  who  represent  cyclists  in  property  and  injury  accidents  frequently 
promote  cyclist  insurance. 

According  to  San  Francisco  Examiner  (August  11,  2009)  reporter  Danny  Workman, 
bicycle  owners  are  forced  to  cobble  together  at  least  three  different  types  of  insurance  to 
approximate  coverage  under  a  comprehensive  bicycle  insurance  policy. 

•  Insurance  for  the  bicycle  itself  against  damages  or  theft 

•  Medical  protection  for  injuries  to  the  bicyclist  in  case  of  an  accident 

•  Third-party  liability  insurance  that  covers  injuries  and  damages  to  another  person 
or  property 

Bicycles  are  predominantly  insured  through  the  purchase  of  homeowners  or  renters 
insurance  policies.  While  policies  vary,  most  cover  broad  protection  for  personal 
possessions,  liability  and  additional  living  expenses.  According  to  the  Insurance 
Information  Institute  (III)(http://2. iii.org/index. cfm?instanceID=242793): 

Standard  homeowners  and  renters  insurance  protects  personal  belongings  against 
damage  from  fire,  smoke,  theft,  water,  lighting,  vandalism,  explosion,  windstorm,  and 
other  disasters  listed  in  the  policy.  Floods  and  earthquakes  are  not  covered. 

Bicycles  have  benefited  from  greatly  improved  technology  making  them  light  weight  and 
durable.  These  improvements  have  increased  the  value  of  bicycles,  particularly  those 
used  for  daily  commuting.  This  increase  in  value  may  require  that  bicycles  be  scheduled 
on  an  insurance  policy,  as  are  other  high  value  items  such  as  jewelry. 

According  to  the  III,  Standard  renters'  and  homeowners'  insurance  policies  provide 
liability  protection  against  lawsuits  for  bodily  injury  or  property  damage  that 
policyholder  and  family  members  cause  to  other  people.  The  liability  portion  of  most 
policies  pays  for  both  the  cost  of  defending  the  policyholder  in  court  and  for  court 
awards,  up  to  the  limit  of  the  policy.  Liability  limits  generally  start  at  about  $100,000. 
Higher  limits  are  available  and  common  in  the  Bay  Area.  Higher  limits  can  also  be 
purchased  through  an  Umbrella  or  Excess  Liability  policy,  which  provides  higher  limits 
and  broader  coverage.  Generally,  umbrella  policies  cost  $200  to  $350  a  year  for  an 
extra  $1  million  of  liability  protection. 

According  to  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 
(http://www.nhtsa.dot.gov/),  714  people  were  killed  while  bicycling  in  the  United  States 
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in  2008,  and  approximately  52,000  were  injured.  No  statistics  are  available  on  how  many 
of  these  people  were  insured. 

Major  insurers  have  not  reported  an  upward  trend  in  bicycle  related  insurance  and  claims 
issues.  The  insurance  industry  tends  to  be  quick  to  react  to  such  trends.  For  example,  dog 
owners  are  now  either  surcharged  or  cancelled  by  many  insurers  if  they  own  dog  breeds 
considered  to  be  at  higher  risk  to  bite.  So  it  is  a  fair  assumption  that  bicycle  related 
insurance  trends  have  not  reached  this  point  for  the  insurance  industry. 

According  to  BikePortland.org,  At-fault  motor  vehicle  operators  who  have  their  own  auto 
insurance  should  be  liable  for  any  damages  to  you  and  your  bike.  If  you  have  auto 
insurance  it  will  most  likely  cover  a  crash  that  you  cause,  even  if  you  are  on  your  bike. 
Problems  arise  when  an  uninsured  motor  vehicle  operator  and  a  person  on  a  bike 
without  auto  insurance  collide,  or  worse,  in  the  case  of  a  hit-and-run.  Lack  of  insurance 
is  also  a  problem  in  the  case  of  single  vehicle  crashes,  such  as  when  you  hit  the  light  rail 
tracks  at  the  wrong  angle  and  go  down.  So  what's  a  car-free,  health  insurance  free, 
cycle-commuter  to  do?  There  is  no  outright  equivalent  to  car  insurance  offered  to  those 
who  don 't  own  cars,  but  here  are  some  ways  our  sources  have  found  tofdl  in  the  hole. 

The  major  gap  is  for  cyclists  who  do  not  purchase  homeowners',  renters'  or  auto 
insurance.  Market  size  statistics  are  not  available  for  this  subset  of  the  cycling 
community,  however  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  this  demographic  is  present  in  San 
Francisco.  If  a  bicycle  is  involved  in  an  accident  with  an  uninsured  motorist,  damage  to 
the  bicycle  and  the  rider  are  likely  to  fall  to  the  rider  in  most  instances.  While  the 
physical  damage  to  the  bicycle  and  related  liability  might  be  significant,  the  health 
insurance  risk  related  to  the  accident  could  easily  amount  to  a  catastrophic  financial  loss 
to  the  completely  uninsured  rider  and  become  uncompensated  care  to  the  healthcare 
provider. 

There  is  some  movement  around  the  country  to  create  alternative  markets  for  uninsured 
cyclists.  According  to  BikePortland.org,  The  catch:  in  order  for  the  plan  to  be  affordable 
to  its  members  yet  not  pose  a  serious  financial  risk  to  the  underwriters,  it  would  have  to 
cover  a  large  pool  of  members  outside  of  the  highest  risk  group  —  cycle-commuters  with 
no  other  insurance  options.  The  insurance  industry  has  historically  avoided  such  risky 
market  segments,  preferring  to  offer  products  which  are  secondary  or  tertiary  to  other, 
more  established  insurance  lines  such  as  homeowners,  auto  and  tenants  lines. 

In  other  countries  such  as  the  United  Kingdom,  Australia  and  New  Zealand,  specialist 
insurance  programs  have  been  formed  to  offer  cyclists  protection  against  repair,  lost 
wages,  supplemental  medical  expenses  and  other  accident  related  perils.  There  is  some 
evidence  of  attempts  to  replicate  these  insurance  offerings  in  the  United  States,  but  there 
has  been  little  success  to  date.  With  the  growth  in  cycling,  these  insurance  products  will 
likely  experience  further  market  development  and  growth. 
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Summary:  Education 

The  Jury  supports  the  Plan's  focus  to  educate  the  public  about  bicycle  safety.  The  goals 
are  to  create,  fund,  and  implement  1)  bicycle  safety  curricula  for  the  general  public  and 
target  populations;  and  2)  bicycle  safety  outreach  campaigns  for  motorist,  bicyclists,  and 
the  general  public.  While  excellent  resources  are  currently  available,  many  others  are 
being  developed  that  support  the  goals  of  the  Plan.  Police  should  be  included  in  the 
development  in  order  to  update  and  bring  relevancy  to  police  training  materials.  Renters' 
insurance  (property  and  liability)  is  available  to  cyclists. 

Enforcement 

Chapter  V  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  addresses  improvement  in  bicycle  safety 
through  targeted  enforcement.  The  objectives  (Plan,  2009,  p.  xiii)  are  to: 

1.  Increase  San  Francisco  Police  Department  enforcement  of  motorist  and  bicycle 
traffic  violations  that  pose  the  greatest  threat  to  safety,  and 

2.  Provide  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  bicycle  safety 
information  to  San  Francisco  Police  Department  staff  and  to  those  cited  for 
moving  violations  that  focuses  on  safe  cycling,  relevant  traffic  laws,  and  safe 
sharing  of  the  roadway. 

The  Plan's  course  of  action  (p.  xiii)  is  to: 

•  Work  with  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  on  enforcement  of  motorist  and 
bicyclist  violations  that  most  frequently  cause  injuries  and  fatalities 

•  Work  to  develop  a  "fix-it"  ticket  for  equipment  violations 

•  Work  with  the  Police  Department  to  share  non-collision  bicyclists  citations  with 
the  SFMTA 

•  Work  with  SFPD  and  Superior  Court  of  California  to  develop  a  bicycle  traffic 
school  as  an  option  for  those  cited  for  moving  violations 

•  Support  efforts  to  change  California  Vehicle  Code  section  21754  (passing  on  the 
right)  so  that  it  applies  to  bicycles, 

•  Increase  parking  enforcement  and  fines  for  violations  involving  vehicles  parking 
or  double-parking  in  bicycle  lanes. 

•  Post  "no-stopping  bike  lane"  signs  along  bicycle  lanes 

•  Work  with  the  SFPD  to  increase  enforcement  of  the  prohibition  of  operating 
motorcycles  in  bicycle  lanes. 

Traffic  Enforcement 

Specific  to  the  enforcement  of  motorist  and  bicycle  traffic  violations,  the  Civil  Grand 
Jury  reviewed  the  San  Francisco  Traffic  Code,  SFPD  General  Orders  and  Department 
Bulletins,  and  the  California  Vehicle  Code.  CVC  21200  states,  "Every  person  riding  a 
bicycle  upon  a  highway  has  all  the  rights  and  is  subject  to  all  the  provisions  applicable  to 
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the  driver  of  2  vehicle..."  SFPD  General  Order  9.01  sets  policies  and  procedures 
regarding,  in  part,  traffic  enforcement  and  moving  violations. 

While  a  motorist  is  granted  a  privilege  from  the  State  to  operate  a  vehicle  on  the  public 
byways.  .1  cyclist  0:  .1  pedestrian  joes  no:  require  such  a  specific  grant  A  motor  vehicle 
license  and  an  operator  license  are  required  and  are  subject  to  revocation.  This  forms  a 
basis  for  compliance.  Pedestrians  and  cyclists  are  not  subject  to  licensing  and  conditional 
usage,  and  therefore  do  not  bear  the  same  consequences  for  their  failure  to  comply.  CVC 
12951  requires  that  an  operator  of  a  motor  vehicle  shall  have  a  valid  driver's  license  in 
his  her  possession  at  all  times  when  driving  a  motor  vehicle  upon  a  highway.  It  is  also 
required  that  the  driver  present  his  or  her  license  for  examination  upon  demand  of  a  peace 
officer  enforcing  the  provisions  of  this  code.  Both  a  motorist  and  a  cyclist  are  subject  to 
arrest  when  he  she  fails  to  present  a  driver's  license  or  other  satisfactory  evidence  of 
identity  for  examination  (CYC  40302).  A  cyclist  is  required  by  law  to  correctly  identify 
him  herself  and  produce  either  a  driver's  license  or  its  "functional  equivalent."  This 
means  some  form  of  government-based  identification  that  "bears  the  person's  photograph, 
physical  description,  current  mailing  address,  and  signature,  and  is  serially  or  otherwise 
numbered." 

Failure  to  identity  oneself  is  usually  a  misdemeanor  charge,  in  addition  to  the  charge  for 
the  original  traffic  violation.  A  citation  is  in  lieu  of  custodial  arrest  and  is  dependent  upon 
the  violator  identifying  him  herself  as  required  by  law.  The  arresting  officer  may  have 
discretion  us  :o  whether  to  issue  a  citation  or  take  the  violator  into  custodial  arrest 

(Mionske,  2007). 

Licensing 

Should  cyclists  be  licensed  to  ride  or  obtain  bicycle  licenses?  Some  Universities  such  as 
University  of  California.  Davis  and  the  University  of  California.  Berkeley,  and  some 
cities  such  as  Santa  Monica  and  Davis  require  bicycle  licensing. 

The  Department  of  Motor  Vehicles  (DMY)  accepts  money  for  and  provides  registration 
stickers  and  forms  to  the  agencies  that  request  them.  These  are  usually  college  campuses, 
fire  and  police  departments,  park  and  recreation  services.  Vehicle  Code  sections  39000- 
39011  give  legal  backing  to  those  cities  and  counties  which  adopt  a  bicycle  licensing 
ordinance  or  resolution,  but  the  code  sections  do  not  really  involve  the  DMY  in  the 
management  of  the  registration  program,  as  the  cities  and  counties  having  a  bicycle 
licensing  ordinance  or  resolution  maintain  the  records  themselves.  DMY  only  issues 
stickers  to  those  who  request  them.  It  keeps  no  database  (Email.  DMY'.  Division  of 
Traffic  Operations.  November  25.  2009). 

The  University  of  California.  Davis,  provides  six  reasons,  which  are  fairly  standard  for 
most  cities  or  campuses,  why  bicycles  should  be  licensed:  1)  theft  prevention  and 
recover)":  2  1  accident  \ictim  identification:  3)  funding  for  bicycle  programs;  4)  low  cost 
of  licensing  (maximum  that  can  be  charged  is  $12  for  a  three-year  license):  5)  ease  of 
registration:  and  6)  requirement  of  law  (at  (UCD).  This  program  is  successful,  as  it  is 
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estimated  that  70%  of  bicycles  on  the  UCD  campus  are  licensed.  Unlicensed  bicycles  are 
impounded  or  cited.  A  bicycle  without  brakes  is  also  impounded.  The  advantages  of 
licensing  at  UCD  are  that  owners  of  a  lost,  stolen,  abandoned,  and/or  an  illegally  parked 
bicycle  can  be  identified.  If  a  lock  has  to  be  cut  or  if  a  key  malfunctions,  assistance  is 
provided;  thieves  tend  not  to  steal  registered  bicycles  (Interview,  November  2009).  The 
San  Francisco  Crime  Laboratory  warehouse  is  currently  holding  600  unclaimed  bicycles 
(San  Francisco  Chronicle,  April  9,  2010).  UCD  holds  auctions  of  unclaimed  bicycles  to 
raise  funds  for  bicycle  projects  (Interview,  November  2009). 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  considered  recommending  bicycle  licensing  as  it  is  recognized  by 
some  as  a  tool  for  theft  prevention  and  recovery,  accident  victim  identification,  moving 
violation  identification,  and  funds  for  bike  programs.  The  Jury,  however,  does  not 
support  licensing  because  the  potential  revenue  generated  would  not  cover  the  cost  of 
administering  the  program  as  the  states  limits  the  charge  to  $12  for  a  three-year  license. 
Enforcement  would  be  most  challenging,  and  police  time  is  better  spent  on  enforcing 
current  California  Vehicle  Code  and  Traffic  Code  violations.  No  database  currently 
exists  statewide  upon  which  to  build  a  theft  recovery  program.  The  stickers  are  so  small 
that  they  cannot  be  read  from  a  distance  to  support  identification.  Each  cyclist,  however, 
is  required  to  produce  some  form  of  identification  and  can  be  cited  for  this  violation. 

A  brief  by  the  SFMTA  Deputy  Director  of  Transportation  Planning  regarding  the 
licensing  of  bicycles  and  cyclists  in  San  Francisco  was  prepared  for  the  SFMTA  Board  of 
Directors  on  September  10,  2009.  It  is  attached  as  Appendix  B. 

Citations 

The  Jury  collected  enforcement  data  from  the  County  of  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 
Traffic  Division  (Traffic)  and  reviewed  data  recently  published  in  the  SFMTA  City  of 
San  Francisco  Bicycle  Report  (Bicycle  Report,  2010).  The  jury  looked  at  traffic  fine 
collections  for  Traffic  (moving  violations)  and  collections  of  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  (DPT)  for  revenue  comparisons.  It  analyzed  specific  types  and  frequency  of 
traffic  citations  given  to  cyclists  as  well  as  fines  and  fees  associated  with  bicycle  citation 
and  compared  data  to  that  of  motorists.  And  lastly,  it  reviewed  attitudes  of  the  police  and 
members  of  the  bicycle  community  concerning  ticketing  of  bicycle  infractions. 

The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  issued  a  total  of  204,673  moving  violation 
citations,  including  1,968  tickets  to  cyclists  for  the  period  January  through  December 
2009  (Traffic,  January  2010).  Only  0.96%  of  the  citations  for  moving  violations  were 
issued  to  cyclists.  Over  ninety-nine  percent  of  moving  violations  were  issued  to 
motorists  in  2009.  (See  Appendix  C  for  a  breakdown  of  the  1,968  citations.) 

The  Jury  believes  that  increased  citations  will  lead  to  safer  behavior  by  motorists, 
pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  motorcyclists.  With  increased  enforcement,  the  Jury  posits 
that  collisions  will  decrease  and  safety  will  be  enhanced.  Therefore,  increased 
enforcement  should  be  a  priority.  A  comparison  of  baseline  and  future  data  should 
provide  the  public  with  information  about  the  rationale  for  and  the  efficacy  of  increased 
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enforcement.  (Note:  Adjustments  to  data  may  be  indicated  when  transportation  usage 
changes,  e.g.,  increased  bicycle  or  decreased  automobile  usage  over  time.)  (See  Appendix 
D  for  three  tables  concerning  the  top  five  causes  of  collisions  of  motorists  and  cyclists 
(and  assignment  of  fault)  in  San  Francisco,  including  the  number  of  fatalities  and  injuries 
to  motorists,  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  motorcyclists  for  the  period  2001-2008). 

Some  violations  of  the  Traffic  Code  and  the  California  Vehicle  Code  registered  as  few  as 
one  citation  in  2009  (e.g.,  CVC  21210—bicycle  lying  on  its  side  on  a  sidewalk;  CVC 
21462— obey  official  traffic  signal).  Two  citations  in  2009  were  due  to  violation  of  TC 
30—proceeding  wrong  way  down  a  one-way  street.  On  the  relatively  high  number  of 
citations  issued  are  the  following  examples.  TC  96— bicycles  restricted  (907  citations); 
CVC  21201(d)-bicycle,  during  darkness  headlight,  red  reflectors  or  rear  pedal  reflectors 
and  side  reflectors  required  (211);  CVC  21353(a)— failure  to  stop  at  limit  line  at  red  light 
(192);  CVC  21650.1— bicycle  on  roadway  or  shoulder  required  to  be  operated  in  same 
direction  as  motor  vehicles  (84);  CVC  22450(a)-failure  to  stop  at  stop  sign  limit  line 
(237);  CVC  21201(a)-bicycle,  single  wheel  brake  required  (23);  and  CVC  21950(a)- 
failure  to  yield  to  pedestrian  in  crosswalk  (33). 

The  recently  published  Bicycle  Report  (2010)  collected  data  on  1)  riding  on  the  sidewalk, 
and  2)  riding  the  wrong-way.  SFMTA  interns  counted  1,316  violations  of  riding  on  the 
sidewalk  within  forty-nine  and  a  half  (49.5)  hours  of  observation  in  2009.  For  the  year 
2008,  the  count  was  1,179  violations  within  forty-eight  hours.  Violations  have  increased 
7.6%  from  2008  to  2009.  The  greatest  number  was  461  (1.5  hours  of  observation)  at 
Cervantes  and  Marina  Boulevards.  This  behavior  may  highlight  perceived  unsafe 
conditions  by  bicyclists.  The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  issued  907  citations  (or 
approximately  half  of  the  citations  issued  during  the  2009  year)  for  violation  of  TC  96 
(bicycles  riding  on  sidewalk)  (Traffic,  2010). 

Cyclists  riding  the  wrong- way  were  much  lower  with  211  violations  in  forty-six  and  a 
half  hours  of  observation  in  2009.  For  2008  there  were  172  violations  in  forty-eight 
hours  for  an  increase  of  2.1%.  The  highest  count  was  at  1 1th  at  Market  with  a  count  of 
forty  within  one  and  one  half  hours.  San  Francisco  Police  issued  two  citations  during  the 
2009  year  for  Traffic  Code  30  (proceeding  wrong  way  down  a  one-way  street).  SFMTA 
states  that  it  will  continue  to  monitor  riding  on  the  sidewalk  and  riding  the  wrong-way  on 
streets  (Bicycle  Report,  2010). 

Cyclists  riding  to  and  from  work  increased  0.2%  from  2008  to  2009  (Bicycle  Report, 
2010),  yet  these  violations  (observed  during  commute  hours  of  5:00  to  6:30  PM) 
increased  7.6%  for  riding  on  the  sidewalk  and  2.1%  for  riding  the  wrong-way  on  streets. 
Disparity  exists  between  the  observations  of  the  SFMTA  and  the  number  of  citations 
issued  by  SFPD.  The  increase  in  violations  for  riding  on  the  sidewalk  and  riding  the 
wrong-way  may  be  due,  in  part,  to  two  variables:  1)  increase  in  the  numbers  of  cyclists; 
and/or  2)  failure  to  enforce  the  Traffic  Code  or  California  Vehicle  Code,  which  in  turn, 
may  give  tacit  approval  to  violate  the  codes. 
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Helmet  usage  is  at  69%.  For  previous  years,  it  was  65%  in  2006,  72%  in  2007,  and  67% 
in  2008.  (SFMTA  City  of  San  Francisco  2009  Bicycle  Count  Report.)  Thirty-one 
percent  of  the  riders  observed  in  SFMTA  City  of  San  Francisco  2009  Bicycle  Count 
Report  (January  2010)  do  not  wear  helmets.  No  citations  were  issued  in  2009  by  the  San 
Francisco  Police  Department  for  violation  of  CVC  21212  (a):  Person  under  18  operating 
or  riding  as  a  passenger  on  a  bicycle  without  wearing  an  approved  helmet.  Only  one 
citation  was  given  for  violation  of  CVC  21235(c)  for  operation  of  a  motorized  scooter  or 
bicycle  without  a  helmet. 

The  fine  for  a  bicycle  infraction  of  the  Traffic  Code  or  the  California  Vehicle  Code  is 
$25.  In  addition  to  fines,  Court  fees  range  from  $1 13  to  $149  for  a  total  citation  value  of 
$138  to  $174  (Traffic,  January  2010).  Fines  for  motorists  are  about  ten  or  twenty  times 
as  costly.  (Uniform  Bail  &  Penalty  Schedule,  California  Rules  of  Court,  January  2009). 

The  Traffic  Court  actual  revenue  for  2008-9  was  $6,000,036  (line  item  25110)  for 
moving  violations  (Office  of  the  Controller,  March  1,  2010).  (Traffic  Court  line  item 
25950,  late  penalties,  realized  $483,219.)  The  actual  revenue  for  moving  violations  is 
increasing  ($4,763,807  in  2005-6;  $4,963,628  in  2006-7;  and  $5,403,656  in  2007-8).  The 
revenue  (2008-9)  is  distributed  among  the  following  per  state  code:  Community  Health 
Services  ($1,1  17,765);  General  Fund  Unallocated  ($3,739,435);  Police  Department 
($1,124,102);  and  the  Trial  Court  ($18,734).  The  Police  Department  receives  the  Traffic 
Court  late  fees.  (See  Appendix  E  for  Moving  Violation  Revenue  2006-2010.) 

In  contrast  to  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  issuance  of  citations  and  collections 
of  fines,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  is  responsible  for  parking 
related  citations.  (It  is  recognized  that  police  have  far  more  to  address  than  moving 
violations  and  issuing  a  moving  violation  takes  fifteen  times  as  long  to  issue  as  a  parking 
ticket  (Interview,  March  2010)).  There  are  approximately  2000  police  officers  and  280 
Parking  Control  Officers  (PCO)).  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  issued 
1,932,416  citations  (DPT,  7/13/09)  for  a  total  parking  revenue  of  $92,920,218.  (SFMTA 
Finance  Section,  9/10/09).  This  is  an  increase  of  3.9%  and  3.2%  respectively  over  the 
prior  year.  SFMTA  collected  $170,767,615  (2008)  from  meter  fees,  parking  lot  and 
garage  fees,  residential  parking  permits,  and  parking  tickets. 

Bicycle  Traffic  Court/School/" Fix-it"  Tickets 

The  Bicycle  Coalition  suggests  that  there  should  be  an  opportunity  to  work  a  ticket  off  at 
a  Bicycle  Traffic  School.  This  does  not  yet  exist,  but  the  Bicycle  Coalition  is  working  on 
such  as  plan.  A  Bicycle  Traffic  School  is  also  a  recommendation  of  the  Plan. 

For  motorists,  the  California  Vehicle  Code  1808.7  mandates  that  only  one  (1)  citation  in 
an  eighteen  month  period  be  masked  from  public  view  on  a  driver's  record.  In  addition  to 
any  court  fees,  the  school  fees  are  $20  to  $45.  The  bail  and  a  $52  administrative  fee  must 
be  paid  to  the  Court  prior  to  completion.  Classroom  and  online  coursework  are  available. 
Only  motorists  receive  points  on  a  driving  record. 
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There  is  no  comparable  traffic  school  option  for  cyclists.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  explored 
the  possibility  of  a  Community  Justice  Program  for  addressing  infractions  and  was 
informed  that  the  Community  Justice  Program  does  not  address  infractions.  The  County 
of  San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Traffic  Division  does  not  have  a  Traffic  Court/School  or 
an  option  for  bicycle  citations.  One  of  the  objectives  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  is 
to  "work  with  the  SFPD  and  the  Superior  Court  to  develop  and  implement  a  bicycle 
traffic  school  program  as  an  option  for  those  cited  for  moving  violations"  (p.  xiii).  "Fix- 
it"  tickets  (p.  xiii)  are  recommended  when  the  citation  involves  such  violations  as  riding 
without  lights  and/or  reflectors  or  brakes.  Citations  for  moving  violations3  are  an 
opportunity  for  bicycle-safety  education  for  both  motorist  and  cyclist. 

Summary:  Enforcement 

Scott  James,  cited  earlier  in  an  article  concerning  attitudes  and  perceptions,  reports 
"Tickets  [to  cyclists]  remain  rare  in  San  Francisco,  although  rider-ship  is  up  53%  since 
2006,  and  with  that  boom  has  come  a  fairly  rampant  disregard  for  the  rules  of  the  road. 
Stop  signs  (and  sometimes  red  lights)  are  routinely  ignored"  (NYT,  2009).  To  support 
his  statement,  a  40-minute  videotape  was  made  during  rush  hour  at  the  four  way  stop  at 
Duboce  and  Steiner.  View  it  at  http://bayarea.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/ll/06/the- 
backlash-against-cyclists/.  The  result:  seven  cyclists  came  to  a  complete  stop;  fifteen 
paused;  and  ninety-one  went  right  through  the  intersection.  The  Executive  Director  of 
the  Bicycle  Coalition  is  quoted  in  this  article,  stating,  "We're  eager  for  law  enforcement 
to  prioritize  dangerous  activity  in  the  streets  in  relationship  to  the  harm  that  it  can  cause." 

Neither  motorists  nor  cyclists  receive  a  lot  of  citations,  but  motorists  receive  far  more 
than  bicyclists  (99:1).  On  average,  a  police  officer  writes  one  cyclist  citation  a  year  and 
one  motorist  violation  every  three  days.  A  police  officer  commented  (Interview, 
December  2009)  that  the  most  aggressive  officer  in  the  department  has  had  only  twenty- 
seven  cars  towed  (period  not  specified)  while  the  average  in  most  cities  is  three  times  that 
amount.  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  and  the  San  Francisco  Police 
data  diverge  in  what  is  observed  (Bicycle  Report,  2010)  and  what  is  cited  (Traffic,  2010). 
The  Bicycle  Coalition  is  interested  in  prioritizing  dangerous  activity,  and  supports 
increased  enforcement,  as  do  many  other  bicycle  groups. 

The  Jury  believes  all  traffic  laws  should  be  subject  to  increased  enforcement  because  they 
are  the  law.  The  Jury  encourages  the  police  to  focus  on  the  most  reckless  ("most 
serious")  behaviors  first.  For  bicyclists,  this  might  include  not  stopping  at  red  lights  or 
stop  signs  or  riding  against  traffic.  For  motorists,  this  might  include  speeding,  running  red 
lights,  cutting  off  cyclists  while  turning,  parking  or  standing  in  a  bicycle  lane,  or  passing 
bicyclists  at  a  distance  less  than  three  feet. 

A  campaign  to  publicize  increased  enforcement  is  very  important.  The  message  from 
police  and  other  city  officials  should  be  that  the  police  are  stepping  up  enforcement  to 
help  make  the  city  streets  safer  for  all  street  users,  including  bicyclists,  pedestrians,  and 
motorists,  and  that  equal  enforcement  of  the  law  will  help  improve  trust  and  general 
relations  between  people  using  different  types  of  transportation. 
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In  addition,  the  publicizing  should  also  emphasize  that  increased  enforcement  of  bicycle 
and  motorist  laws  related  to  bicycling  is  being  complemented  by  (and  is  important  for 
supporting)  the  city's  efforts  to  provide  better  bicycle  facilities  and  a  more  connected 
bicycle  network  throughout  San  Francisco. 

Enforcement  is  important.  The  police  have  a  role  to  play  in  ensuring  that  traffic  laws  are 
followed.  Both  motorists  and  bicyclists  are  required  to  follow  the  rules  of  the  road  (for 
their  own  safety  and  for  the  safety  of  all  other  roadway  users).  Prior  to  initiation  of  a 
stepped-up  enforcement  program,  public  outreach  is  good  practice  to  make  all  roadway 
users  aware  that  police  would  be  watching  traffic  laws  more  closely  for  bicyclists  and 
motorists. 

Enforcement:  Attitudes/Perception 

The  San  Francisco  police  are  trained  to  use  discretion  in  enforcing  motorist  and  bicyclist 
traffic  violations  (Interview,  December  2009).  The  overriding  principle  for  the  police 
action  is  discretion,  which  was  defined  by  the  officers  as  "enforcing  the  spirit  of  the  law, 
not  the  letter  of  the  law."  The  determining  factor  in  citing  a  motorist/bicyclist  is  the 
severity  or  impact  of  consequence  of  the  infraction. 

Police  report  a  disparity  of  complaints  received  regarding  their  actions  from  motorists 
versus  bicyclists.  Only  one  complaint  is  generated  from  100  motorist  citations;  twenty  to 
thirty  complaints  out  of  100  involve  bicyclists.  Because  of  the  high  incidence  of 
complaints  from  a  certain  segment  of  the  population,  the  police  are  reluctant  to  cite 
bicyclists.  One  reported  that  he  was  in  a  situation  where  he  directed  a  cyclist  to  go 
around  a  taped-off  crime  scene  at  a  shooting  of  three  individuals  on  Market  Street.  The 
cyclists  refused  and  went  under  the  tape.  He  could  not  do  much  as  he  was  on  foot  and 
essentially  the  cyclist  "thumbed  his  nose,"  compromising  a  crime  scene.  Another  officer 
admitted  tension  between  groups,  and  that  he  has  to  deal  with  a  dual  system.  He 
explained  there  are  laws,  and  some  violations  are  addressed  and  some  are  not.  We  sensed 
frustration  on  the  part  of  the  police  officers  reporting.  Another  police  officer  stated  that 
they  have  certain  beliefs  about  enforcement,  but  have  to  follow  directives  about  what  is 
important  to  do  in  light  of  the  large  responsibility  they  have.  They  understand  the  bicycle 
community  and  the  political  power  it  wields. 

Many  members  of  recognized  bicycles  groups  support  stronger  police  enforcement 
(Interviews,  2009-2010)  of  both  motorists  and  cyclists.  A  prominent  member  of  the 
bicycle  community  believes  that  the  police  should  do  more.  They  should  issue  citations, 
and  they  should  show  up  in  court  so  that  the  citation  is  not  dismissed.  Another  member 
stated,  "We  are  not  above  the  law"  (Interview,  March  2010).  Bicycle  advisory 
organizations  support  the  passage  of  Senate  Bill  1475,  contingent  that  the  penalties  being 
less  severe  than  for  motorists,  (San  Francisco  Chronicle,  April  8,  2010)  which  would 
prohibit  cyclists  from  talking  or  messaging  on  cell  phones  while  riding  on  streets. 
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Nevertheless,  while  advocating  for  more  enforcement,  the  Bicycle  Coalition  website 
(http://sfbike.org/7bikelaw_ticket.faq)  informs  cyclists  how  to  protest  or  "beat"  a  ticket. 
It  says  that  if  a  citation  does  not  get  entered  into  the  traffic  court  system,  it  essentially 
goes  away.  If  the  ticket  is  in  the  system,  but  if  the  citing  officer  does  not  show  up  at  the 
courtroom  for  the  hearing,  the  citation  is  dismissed.  Either  way,  it  recommends  setting  a 
court  date  and  reporting  for  the  hearing  as  most  likely  the  matter  will  be  moot.  It  advises 
that  last  year  a  new  fine  went  into  effect,  so  if  one  does  not  pay  the  ticket  and  it  is  in  the 
system,  there  is  an  additional  $300  fine. 

The  Bicycle  Coalition  continues  to  inform  cyclists  that  if  the  ticket  that  is  issued  doesn't 
indicate  "bicycle,"  on  the  ticket,  then  the  ticket  can  be  fought  on  a  technicality.  Currently, 
moving  violation  tickets  do  not  have  a  box  for  "bicycle."  It  has  to  be  entered  on  the 
ticket.  The  Bicycle  Coalition  claims  that  police  are  not  experts  on  the  vehicle  code  as  it 
relates  to  bicycle  violations.  And  lastly,  it  advises  not  wasting  one's  time  going  to  the 
Hall  of  Justice,  but  to  call  and  see  if  the  ticket  is  in  the  computer.  Nothing  happens 
unless  it  gets  into  the  computer.  The  Bicycle  Coalition  says,  "The  cop's  ticket  book  may 
get  lost  or  dropped  in  a  cup  of  Krispy  Kreme  coffee,  for  example."  If  the  ticket  doesn't 
get  into  the  computer,  it  doesn't  exist.  If  you  bring  the  ticket  in,  it  will  get  entered  into 
the  computer.  After  180  days,  it  is  a  "dead  ticket." 

Summary:  Enforcement— Attitudes/Enforcement 

Members  of  the  police  department  have  shared  their  frustration  regarding  the  mixed 
messages  they  receive  regarding  ticket  enforcement  and  the  lack  of  support  they  receive 
from  the  community  and  clear  and  focused  direction  from  the  Department.  The  bicycle 
community,  for  the  most  part,  desires  more  police  enforcement. 

Equity 

Equity,  defined  as  perceived  fairness,  is  essential  to  the  successful  formation  of  bicycle 
policy  on  a  citywide  basis  in  a  densely  populated  urban  area. 

Do  cyclists  pay  their  fair  share  as  they  claim?  The  bicycle  community  for  the  most  part 
believes  that: 

•  Bicycles  are  a  low  impact  vehicle 

•  Cycling  should  be  encouraged  as  any  further  financial  contribution  would  act  as  a 
deterrent 

•  Fair  share  of  taxes  is  paid  through  local  and  state  sales  taxes  including  the  Vz  cent 
sales  tax  (Proposition  K). 

Should  the  cyclists  pay  to  share  the  road?  If  they  did,  would  this  improve  motorists' 
attitudes?  What  is  a  fair  share?  Or  what  is  just  a  share? 

The  primary  objective  of  the  Transit  First  Policy  (TFP)  is  the  safe  and  efficient 
movement  of  people  and  goods.    While  public  transportation,  taxis,  and  vanpools  are 
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viewed  as  an  economically  and  environmentally  sound  alternative  to  the  transportation  by 
individual  automobiles,  the  TFP  does  not  require  one  mode  of  transportation  to 
financially  support  all  costs  associated  with  road  usage.  San  Francisco  should  be  careful 
not  to  pit  one  group  against  another  through  taxes,  fines,  and  fees.  The  TFP  does  not 
preclude  bicyclists  from  contributing  to  the  cost  of  sharing  the  roadway. 

A  "negative  registration"  process  could  capture  the  names  and  other  pertinent  data  about 
cyclists  who  are  ticketed  by  SFPD  for  moving  or  equipment  violations  or  otherwise 
involved  in  traffic  accidents  where  the  cyclist  is  cited  at  fault.  The  cyclist  should  be 
required  to  appear  at  a  "bicycle  court"  where  prescribed  safety  education  would  be 
required.  The  format  of  the  court,  including  a  cycle-friendly  venue  such  as  a  ride-up 
location,  and  an  educational  curriculum  should  be  provided  through  collaboration  among 
SFPD  bicycle  officers,  the  Bicycle  Coalition  and  other  cycling  advocates.  Notices  to 
Appear,  if  ignored,  should  be  pursued  through  SFPD  and  the  courts.  A  nominal  fee  raised 
through  "negative  registration"  to  reduce  resentment  would  most  likely  not  be  a  deterrent 
to  cycling.  There  is  potential  for  perceived  equity  and  fairness.  The  data  collected  should 
contribute  to  the  Chief  of  Police's  goal  of  relevant  community  safety  and  law 
enforcement  statistics.  A  database  is  established,  fees  are  generated,  and  equity  is 
addressed. 

Summary:  Equity 

The  data  collected  through  "negative  registration"  should  contribute  to  the  Chief  of 
Police's  goal  of  relevant  community  safety  and  law  enforcement  statistics.  A  database  is 
established,  fees  are  generated,  and  equity  is  addressed. 

New  Directions 

This  section  includes  some  recent  developments  that  are  indicative  of  change  to  come. 

The  Bike  NoPA  is  a  newly  formed  (2010)  bicycle  group  that  says  while  it  looks  like 
Critical  Mass,  "that  illegal  bicycle  parade,"  it  is  not.  The  NoPA-Velo  rider  actually  stops 
at  red  lights  to  let  cross-traffic  through.  As  they  say,  "that  makes  all  the  difference." 
They  ride  the  last  Sunday  morning  of  the  month.  Thirty-five  cyclists  participated  on  the 
January  31,  2010  inaugural  route.  The  rides  are  developed  around  themes,  such  as  sites 
associated  with  Patty  Hearst  (January).  The  February  Lake  Merced  route  is  entitled  the 
Deadly  Duel— the  duel  between  a  U.S.  Senator  and  a  Supreme  Court  Justice  over 
abolition.  NoPA-Velo  is  all  about  bicycling  and  livability  in  San  Francisco's  North 
Panhandle  neighborhood.  It  is  a  joint  venture  of  the  police  and  the  Bicycle  Coalition. 

Organizations  such  as  Bike  NoPA  should  ease  conflict  and  support  a  culture  in  which 
everyone  regards  himself/herself  as  a  part  of  the  community,  not  as  a  cyclist  or  as  a 
motorist. 

Chief  of  Police  George  Gascon  is  considering  addressing  the  issue  of  Critical  Mass,  the 
last  Friday  of  the  month  ride  that  ties  up  traffic.  Currently,  the  police  assign  officers  and 
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a  supervisor  to  a  "pedal  parade"  that  it  cannot  control.  The  Chief  is  looking  at  a  New 
York  policy  that  requires  bicycle  groups  larger  than  fifty  to  obtain  a  permit.  The  permit 
would  "put  someone  on  the  Critical  Mass  side  down  as  responsible,  map  out  a  specific 
route,  give  drivers  warning  and  possibly  require  payment  for  the  police  time  expended 
escorting  the  group  across  the  city"  (Curb  Critical  Mass,  San  Francisco  Chronicle 
editorial,  March  17,  2010). 

In  response  to  concerns  about  an  injury  accident  involving  a  taxi  and  cyclist  where  no 
citations  were  issued  by  the  police,  the  bicycle  community  requested  and  received 
increased  SFPD  enforcement  at  the  intersection  at  Fell  and  Masonic  Streets.  Captain 
Barrett,  Captain  of  Park  Station,  has  increased  "sting"  operations.  Over  the  weekend  of 
February  20-21,  2010,  SPFD  Park  Station  issued  fourteen  citations,  thirteen  to  motorists 
and  one  to  a  cyclist,  for  red  light  running. 

Challenge  for  Change  (http://getmorepeoplecycling.com/)  looks  at  the  best  way  to 
change  people's  perceptions  about  cycling.  One  suggestion  it  proposes  is  to  get  people  to 
support  cycling  through  the  experience  of  cycling.  For  example,  encourage  experienced 
cyclists  to  buddy  up  with  a  "rookie"  cyclist.  The  Challenge  for  Change  group  felt  that  a 
suggestion  such  as  this  would  break  down  people's  negative  perceptions  towards  cycling 
and  create  some  new  positive  perceptions  toward  it. 

Conclusion 

The  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  attitudes  and  perceptions  of  motorists  and  cyclists  to 
improve  the  safety  of  all  those  who  share  the  roads.  If  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  truly  want  to  increase  responsible  bicycle  use,  it  will  need  to  solve  the  issues  of 
anger,  misunderstanding,  and  mistrust  among  motorists,  cyclists,  police,  transit  riders, 
and  pedestrians,  and  increase  everyone's  view  of  shared  responsibility  on  the  roadway. 
Solving  these  issues  will  ease  the  conflict  regarding  facilities  and  network  of  bike  lanes, 
targeted  enforcement  and  education,  and  will  foster  a  culture  in  which  everyone  regards 
himself/herself  as  a  part  of  the  community,  not  an  isolated  cyclist  or  motorist.  Attitudes 
are  changed  and  perceptions  are  informed  through  education,  enforcement,  and  equity. 

In  this  report,  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  identified  several  areas  that  would  encourage 
conversation  and  discourage  confrontation  between  the  cyclist  and  the  motorist.  Findings 
and  Recommendations  follow. 
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Footnotes: 


lThe  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan:  November  25,  2009:  The  San  Francisco  Superior  Court 
partially  lifted  the  three-year-old  injunction  prohibiting  the  implementation  of  the  Bicycle 
Plan  which  prevented  all  physical  improvements  for  bicycles  in  San  Francisco.  June  26, 
2009:  The  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA)  voted  to  adopt  the 
2009  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan.  Adoption  of  the  Bike  Plan  and  the  full  environmental 
review  (EIR)  are  required  to  unlock  the  injunction.  November  2006:  Superior  Court 
Judge  Peter  Busch  handed  down  his  verdict  on  the  lawsuit  against  the  San  Francisco 
Bicycle  Plan.  The  preliminary  injunction  in  effect  since  June  2006  continues  in  force, 
forbidding  the  city  from  physical  streetscape  changes  for  the  sake  of  bike  improvements 
until  the  city  has  completed  a  full  environmental  review. 

2The  Bicycle  Report  of  2010  estimates  that  6%  of  all  trips  are  by  bicycle  (p.  4.)  while 
2.9%  is  the  percentage  of  trips  to  work  by  bicycle  (p.  4). 

3Five  top  reasons  for  cyclist  collisions  in  San  Francisco  where  bicyclists  were  at  fault 
(1998-2006): 

1 .  Unsafe  speed 

2.  Failure  to  stop  at  red  light  line  limit 

3.  Wrong  side  of  roadway 

4.  Failure  to  yield  to  approaching  traffic 

5.  Failure  to  stop  at  STOP  sign  limit  line 

Five  top  reasons  for  collisions  with  cyclists  where  motorists  were  at  fault: 

1 .  Opening  car  door  when  unsafe 

2.  Failure  to  yield  when  turning  left 

3.  Unsafe  turn  and/or  without  signaling 

4.  Unsafe  speed 

5.  Failure  to  stop  at  red  light  limit  line 

Also  see  Appendix  D  for  additional  data  concerning  at-fault  statistics  and  fatalities  and 
injuries  to  motorist,  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  motorcyclists.) 

4Tranit-First  Policy.  San  Francisco  City  Charter,  Section  8A.  1 15 

a)  The  following  principles  shall  constitute  the  City  and  County's  transit- 
first  policy  and  shall  be  incorporated  into  the  General  Plan  of  the  City 
and  County.  All  officers,  boards,  commissions,  and  departments  shall 
implement  these  principles  in  conducting  the  City  and  County's  affairs: 

1.  To  ensure  quality  of  life  and  economic  health  in  San  Francisco,  the 
primary  objective  of  the  transportation  system  must  be  the  safe  and 
efficient  movement  of  people  and  goods. 

2.  Public  transit,  including  taxis  and  vanpools,  is  an  economically  and 
environmentally  sound  alternative  to  transportation  by  individual 
automobiles.  Within  San  Francisco,  travel  by  public  transit,  by  bicycle 
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and  on  foot  must  be  an  attractive  alternative  to  travel  by  private 
automobile. 

3.  Decisions  regarding  the  use  of  limited  public  street  and  sidewalk  space 
shall  encourage  the  use  of  public  rights  of  way  by  pedestrians,  bicyclists, 
and  public  transit,  and  shall  strive  to  reduce  traffic  and  improve  public 
health  and  safety. 

4.  Transit  priority  improvements,  such  as  designated  transit  lanes  and 
streets  and  improved  signalization,  shall  be  made  to  expedite  the 
movement  of  public  transit  vehicles  (including  taxis  and  vanpools)  and  to 
improve  pedestrian  safety. 

5.  Pedestrian  areas  shall  be  enhanced  wherever  possible  to  improve  the 
safety  and  comfort  of pedestrians  and  to  encourage  travel  by  foot. 

6.  Bicycling  shall  be  promoted  by  encouraging  safe  streets  for  riding, 
convenient  access  to  transit,  bicycle  lanes,  and  secure  bicycle  parking. 

7.  Parking  policies  for  areas  well  served  by  public  transit  shall  be  designed 
to  encourage  travel  by  public  transit  and  alternative  transportation. 

8.  New  transportation  investment  should  be  allocated  to  meet  the  demand 
for  public  transit  generated  by  new  public  and  private  commercial  and 
residential  developments. 

9.  The  ability  of  the  City  and  County  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  depends 
on  the  adequacy  of  regional  public  transportation.  The  City  and  County 
shall  promote  the  use  of  regional  mass  transit  and  the  continued 
development  of  an  integrated,  reliable,  regional  public  transportation 
system. 

10.  The  City  and  County  shall  encourage  innovative  solutions  to  meet 
public  transportation  needs  wherever  possible  and  where  the  provision  of 
such  service  will  not  adversely  affect  the  service  provided  by  the 
Municipal  Railway.  (Added  November  1999) 

(b)The  City  may  not  require  or  permit  off-street  parking  spaces  for  any 
privately-owned  structure  or  use  in  excess  of  the  number  that  City  law 
would  have  allowed  for  the  structure  or  use  on  July  1,  2007  unless  the 
additional  spaces  are  approved  by  a  four-fifths  vote  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  may  reduce  the  maximum  parking 
required  or  permitted  by  this  section.  (Amended  by  Proposition  A, 
Approved  11/6/2007) 


V.  FINDINGS 


VI.  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Attitudes/Perceptions  (See  pp.  6-1 1.) 
1.   Issues  of  conflict,  anger,  mistrust,  and 
misunderstanding  exist  among  motorists, 
cyclists,  and  the  police. 

Studies  and  reports  of  attitudes  indicate 
motorists  and  cyclists  both  exhibit  negative 
attitudes,  hostility,  and  lack  of 
understanding  of  each  other's  concerns. 

1.  Conflict,  anger,  mistrust  and 
misunderstanding  among  motorists, 
cyclists,  police,  transit  riders,  and 
pedestrians  have  frustrated  the  successful 
implementation  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bicycle  Plan.  The  Plan  should  be  amended 
to  address  the  different  and  sometimes 
hostile  attitudes  and  perceptions.  San 
Francisco  should  create  innovative 
strategies  so  that  residents  can  more  fairly 
and  safely  share  the  roadways  of  the  City. 
Amending  the  Plan  should  be  a  priority  and 
be  completed  by  January  1,  201 1. 

The  SFCGJ  recommends  that  the  Bicycle 
Advisory  Committee,  with  active  input  and 
cooperation  from  the  SFMTA  and  the 
SFPD,  amend  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle 
Plan  (the  Plan)  to  include  the 
recommendations  set  forth  in  this  report. 

The  amended  Plan  should  be  presented  to 
the  Mayor  and  BOS  for  adoption  by 
January  1,  201 1. 

The  SFCGJ  recommends  that  the  BAC, 
SFMTA,  and  the  SFPD  meet  annually. 

Education  (See  pp.  13-17.) 
2a.  Availability  of  safe  cycling  educational 
materials  in  many  formats  is  extensive,  yet 
there  is  no  systematic  distribution  to  non- 
cyclists,  motorists,  and  police. 

2a.  The  Plan  should  be  amended  to  include 
a  comprehensive  program  to  distribute,  to 
the  public  as  well  as  cyclists,  the  extensive 
available  safe  cycling  educational 
materials. 

2b.  Police  training  materials  are  out-of- 
date  and  not  relevant.  The  Plan's  goals, 
objectives,  and  actions  do  not  include  the 
police.  The  California  Commission  on 
Peace  Officer  Standards  and  Training 
(POST)  is  a  center  for  information  on 
training  materials. 

2b.  By  January  1,  2011,  Police  should 
update  training  materials  related  to  bicycles 
in  a  joint  effort  with  the  bicycle  community 
and  the  California  Commission  on  Peace 
Officer  Standards  and  Training  (POST). 
Updated  materials  should  include  CVC  and 
TC  enforcement  in  alignment  with  the 
current  SFMTA  Bike  Guide.  By  January  1, 
2011,  the  SFPD  should  have  a  plan  to 
distribute  these  materials  and  train  officers. 
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2c.  Cyclists  may  not  be  aware  of  the 
advantages  of  having  liability  insurance. 
Homeowners'  insurance  covers  those 
cyclists  who  own  a  home;  renters' 
insurance  (property  and  liability)  provides 
coverage  if  one  does  not  have  homeowner's 
insurance. 

2c.  The  Bicycle  Plan  should  be  amended 
by  January  1,  2011  to  include  the 
importance  and  availability  of  property, 
liability,  and  health  insurance  for  cyclists. 

2d.  Police  involvement  is  critical  to  the 
success  of  the  Plan,  yet  their  involvement 
has  been  minimal;  the  authors  of  the  Plan 
only  included  one  officer  (a  member  of  the 
Technical  Advisory  Committee)  among  a 
group  of  119  individuals  listed  under 
acknowledgements.  Pedestrians,  public 
transit  riders,  and  motorists  were  not 
represented. 

2d.  The  Plan  should  include  the  Police 
Department,  pedestrians,  public  transit 
riders  and  motorists  in  any  further 
discussion  or  revision.  Representation 
should  include  at  a  minimum  the  Police 
Chief  or  his  designee,  and  at  least  two 
officers  familiar  with  cycling  issues  on 
appropriate  committees. 

Enforcement  (See  pp.  17-22.) 

3  a.     Traffic  enforcement  of  the  Traffic 

Code  and  California  Vehicle  Code  is  often 

lax.  The  bicycle  community,  for  the  most 

part,  desires  effective  and  consistent  police 

enforcement. 

A  campaign  to  publicize  increased 
enforcement  could  help  make  the  city 
streets  safer  for  all  street  users,  including 
bicyclists,  pedestrians,  and  motorists.  Equal 
enforcement  of  the  law  will  help  improve 
trust  and  general  relations  between  people 
using  different  types  of  transportation. 
Publicizing  should  also  emphasize  that 
increased  enforcement  of  bicycle  and 
motorist  laws  related  to  bicycling  is  being 
complemented  by  (and  is  important  for 
supporting)  the  city's  efforts  to  provide 
better  bicycle  facilities  and  a  more 
connected  bicycle  network  through-out  San 
Francisco. 

3a.  The  Plan  should  insist  that  all  users  of 
the  roadways  comply  with  the  current 
traffic  laws.  The  Plan  should  consider  a 
self-enforcement  campaign  along  with  the 
current  co-exist  campaign.  Motorists  and 
cyclists  need  to  step-up  to  the  plate  to 
begin  self-enforcement.  The  Plan  should 
encourage  and  educate  all  users  to  act 
responsibly. 

3b.  The  Plan  calls  for  increasing  SFPD 
enforcement  of  motorist  and  bicyclist 
traffic  violations  that  pose  the  greatest 
threat  to  safety,  and  for  SFMTA  to  provide 

3b,  3c,  and  3d.  Police  should  enforce  the 
Traffic  Code  and  California  Vehicle  Code. 

Starting  September  2010,  the  police  should 
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bicycle  safety  education  to  SFPD  staff  and 
to  those  cited  for  moving  violations  that 
focuses  on  safe  cycling,  relevant  traffic 
laws  and  safe  sharing  of  the  road.  The  Plan 
recommends  that  SFPD  does  the  following: 
place  a  high  priority  on  violations  that  most 
frequently  cause  injuries  and  fatalities; 
develop  a  "fix-it"  ticket  program  for 
equipment  violations;  share  data  with 
SFMTA;  and  develop  and  implement  a 
bicycle  traffic  school.  The  police  are 
requested  or  will  be  directed  to  implement 
these  programs,  yet  they  appear  to  be  the 
only  group  not  included  in  the  development 
of  the  Plan's  Enforcement  recom- 
mendations. Not  all  moving  violation 
citations  get  into  the  computer.  Some 
tickets  are  dismissed  due  to  technicalities 
(e.g.,  no  "bicycle"  box  on  the  ticket). 

3c.  Neither  motorists  nor  cyclists  receive 
many  moving  violation  citations. 
Enforcement  of  the  Traffic  Code  and 
California  Vehicle  Code  is  weak.  (See  data 
on  pages  19-21  and  Appendix  C.) 
Motorists  receive  99:1  of  the  moving 
violation — citations.  Police  officers  on 
average  a  bicyclist  once  a  year  and  ticket  a 
motorist  every  third  day. 

3d.  Bicycling  to  work  is  at  2.9%,  an 
increase  of  0.2  over  the  prior  year.  The 
increase  in  violations  (2008  to  2009)  for 
riding  on  the  sidewalk  (7.6%)  and  riding 
the  wrong- way  (2.1%)  may  be  due  to,  in 
part,  two  variables:  1)  increase  in  the 
numbers  of  cyclists;  and/or  2)  failure  to 
enforce  the  Traffic  Code  or  California 
Vehicles  Code,  which  in  turn,  may  give 
tacit  approval  to  violate  the  codes. 


have  a  goal  of  entering  all  bicycle  citations 
into  the  database.  By  January  1,  2011,  San 
Francisco  moving  violation  tickets  should 
include  a  box  for  "bicycle."  By  January  1, 
201 1,  COMSTAT  should  include  a  section 
for  bicycle  related  data. 


3e.  San  Francisco  does  not  require 
licensing  bicycles  or  cyclists. 
Administering  the  program  would  be 
expensive  and  enforcement  would  be 
challenging.  The  usual  reasons  to  support 


No  recommendation.  (Any  modification  to 
current  state  traffic  code  requires  an  action 
by  the  legislature.) 


licensing  are:  theft  prevention,  accident 
victim  identification,  and  funds  for  bicycle 
programs. 

3f.        There    is    no    Bicycle  Traffic 
School/Court  or  "fix-it"  ticket  option  for 
cyclists.    A  Bicycle  Traffic  Court/School 
and  a  "fix-it"  ticket  program  would  provide 
an  opportunity  for  bicycle  education,  which 
will  increase  safety  for  all. 

3f.  By  January  1,  2011,  the  Traffic  Court 
should  establish  a  Bicycle  Court  Traffic 
School  option,  as  a  tool  for  education, 
patterned  on  Traffic  Schools  currently  in 
use,  for  when  bicyclists  (and  motorists  with 
bicycle-related  infractions)  have  been  cited 
for  moving  violations.  Such  sessions  will 
be  scheduled  at  least  once  each  quarter. 
The  Traffic  Court  should  consult  with  the 
BAC  in  the  development  of  the  Bicycle 
Court  option. 

3g.  Because  of  the  frequent  complaints 
made  about  police  by  cyclists,  the  police 
are  reluctant  to  cite  cyclists.  Members  of 
the  police  department  have  shared  their 
frustration  regarding  the  mixed  messages 
they  receive  regarding  ticket  enforcement 
and  the  lack  of  support  they  receive  from 
the  community.  Police  officers  comment 
that  they  "enforce  the  spirit  of  the  law,  not 
the  letter  of  the  law."    The  determining 
factor  in  citing  a  motorist/bicycles  is  the 
severity  or  impact  of  the  consequences  of 
the  infraction.  The  police  cite  the  power  of 
the  bicycle  community,  and  the  power  they 
are  perceived  to  wield. 

3g.  There  should  be  an  overall  citywide 
policy  about  how  the  existing  CVC  and  TC 
codes  will  be  implemented  so  police  have 
the  direction  and  support  they  seek  and 
deserve. 

Equity  (See  pp.  24-25.) 
4.  The  bicycle  community  views  itself  as 
engaging  in  a  low-impact  activity,  that 
cycling  should  be  encouraged,  and  that  any 
further  financial  contribution  would  act  as  a 
deterrent  and  that  cyclists  pay  their  fair 
share  through  state  and  local  sales  taxes. 
Most    of    the    non-cycling  community 
believe  that  cyclists  do  not  pay  a  fair  share. 
While   it  is  difficult  to   provide  exact 
numbers  to  support  or  deny  this  claim,  it  is 
found  that  some   fees   associated  with 
cycling  be  considered.  It  would  seem  that 
some  contribution,  even  a  nominal  amount, 

4.  The  city  should  consider  a  form  of 
"negative  registration"  to  capture  names 
and  other  pertinent  data  about  cyclists  who 
are  ticketed  by  SFPD  for  moving  or 
equipment  violations  or  otherwise  involved 
in  traffic  accidents  where  the  cyclist  is 
cited  at  fault.  The  cyclist  should  be 
required  to  appear  at  a  "bicycle  court" 
where  proscribed  safety  education  would 
be  required.  The  format  of  the  court, 
including  a  cycle  friendly  venue  such  as  a 
ride-up  location,  and  an  educational 
curriculum  should  be  provided  through 
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would  do  something  to  reduce  the  tension 
regarding  this  strongly  held  belief  by  non- 
cyclists. 

The  primary  objective  of  the  Transit  First 
Policy  (TFP)  is  the  safe  and  efficient 
movement  of  people  and  goods.  While 
public  transportation,  taxis,  and  vanpools 
are  viewed  as  an  economically  and 
environmentally  sound  alternative  to  the 
transportation  by  individual  automobiles, 
the  TFP  does  not  require  one  mode  of 
transportation  (e.g.,  automobile  or  transit) 
to  financially  support  all  costs  associated 
with  road  usage.  San  Francisco  should  be 
careful  not  to  pit  one  group  against  another. 
The  TFP  does  not  preclude  bicyclists  from 
contributing  to  the  cost  of  sharing  the 
roadway. 

A  nominal  fee  raised  through  "negative 
registration"  to  encourage  safety  would 
most  likely  not  be  a  deterrent  to  cycling. 
The  data  collected  should  contribute  to  the 
Chief  of  Police's  goal  of  relevant 
community  safety  and  law  enforcement 
statistics.  There  is  potential  for  perceived 
equity.  A  database  is  established,  fees  are 
generated,  and  equity  is  addressed.  . 


collaboration  among  SFPD  bicycle 
officers,  the  Bicycle  Coalition  and  other 
cycling  advocates.  Notices  to  Appear,  if 
ignored,  should  be  pursued  through  SFPD 
and  the  courts. 
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VII.    REQUEST  FOR  RESPONSE 


Responses  to  the  recommendations  in  this  report  are  required  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  city  offices  and  department  in  accordance  with  the  following  list  and  state  law. 
Responses  are  to  be  in  writing  and  addresses  to  the  Honorable  James  McBride,  Presiding 
Judge,  Superior  Court  of  California,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco 
Civil  Center  Courthouse,  400  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102. 


Board  of  Supervisors  90  days 

Office  of  the  Mayor  60  days 

Office  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  60  days 

Office  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  60  days 

Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  60  days 


Respondent 

1 

2a 

2b 

2c 

2d 

3a 

3b 

3c 

3d 

3f 

3g 

4 

90  Days 

BOS 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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SFPD 

X 

X 

X 
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X 
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X 
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X 
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X 
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X 
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BAC 
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X 
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X 

X 

X 

X 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE:  September  1 0,  2009 

TO:  SFMTA  Board  of  Directors 

Tom  Nolan,  Chairman 
Rev.  Dr.  James  McCray  Jr.,  Vice-Chairman 
Cameron  Beach,  Director 
Shirley  Breyer  Black,  Director 
Malcolm  Heinicke,  Director 
Jerry  Lee,  Director 
Bruce  Oka,  Director. 

THROUGH:    Nathaniel  P.  Ford  Sr. 

^fc*  Executive  Director/CE 

THROUGH:    Carter  R.  Rohan  R.A. 
Senior  Director 

Transportation  Planning  &  Development 


FROM:  Amit  K.  Ghosh,  Ph 

Deputy  Director,  Transportation  Planning 

\ 

RE:  Licensing  of  Bicycles  and  Cyclists  in  San  Francisco 

This  brief  is  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation 
Agency  Board  of  Directors. 

Legal  Authority 


Bicycle  licensing  programs  in  the  State  of  California  are  enacted  under  Section  21206  of 
the  California  Vehicle  Code  (CVC),  which  states  that  local  authorities  are  not  prevented 
from  regulating  the  registration  of  bicycles  provided  such  regulation  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  provisions  of  the  CVC.  The  regulation  of  bicycle  licensing  is  further  defined  by  Section 
39000  of  the  CVC  -  Registration  and  Licensing  of  Bicycles.  Full  text  of  both  sections  can 
be  found  in  Attachment  1 . 

Please  note  that  the  vehicle  code  sections  described  above  pertain  solely  to  the 
registration  of  bicycles,  and  the  issuance  of  "bicycle  license  indicia."  These  indicia,  akin 
to  license  plates  on  vehicles,  are  used  mainly  as  an  aid  in  recovering  stolen  bicycles  and 
do  not  pertain  to  the  actual  operation  of  bicycles.  In  contrast,  state  code  does  not 
authorize  local  jurisdictions  to  license  cyclists,  the  operators  of  bicycles. 
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Legal  consensus,  confirmed  by  the  City  Attorney,  is  that  licensing  at  the  local  level  is 
therefore  preempted  by  the  state  and  cannot  legally  be  carried  out  without  first  amending 
state  code. 


Background 

San  Francisco  had  an  inactive  bicycle  licensing  program  that  was  enabled  by  Article  5A 
of  the  1995  San  Francisco  Traffic  Code  (Attachment  2).  The  project  was  conceived  by 
SFPD  in  1995  to  deter  bicycle  theft  but  became  defunct  as  the  program  failed  to  serve  its 
intended  purpose  or  be  cost-effective.  The  program  was  voluntary  and  was  separate  and 
apart  from  CVC  39001  enacted  programs.  This  provision  no  longer  exists  in  the  current 
updated  San  Francisco  Transportation  Code. 

Police  and  Fire  stations  have  traditionally  been  used  as  venues  for  bicycle  licensing  given 
their  geographic  distribution  and  capacity  for  administration  and  record  keeping. 
However,  because  the  modest  registration  fees  limited  by  state  law  typically  do  not  cover 
the  cost  of  administration,  and  police  and  fire  departments  may  not  see  bicycle  licensing 
as  part  of  their  core  responsibilities,  many  local  jurisdictions  have  decided  to  forego  their 
bicycle  licensing  programs  or  have  simply  stopped  enforcing  ordinances  that  require 
bicycles  to  be  licensed,  as  is  the  case  in  Oakland,  Berkeley,  San  Jose  and  Los  Angeles. 

Other  less  costly  and  more  effective  means  of  bicycle  record  storage  exist  to  aid  in 
recovering  stolen  bicycles,  such  as  the  National  Bike  Registry.  The  National  Bike  Registry 
is  a  national  database  which  catalogs  bicycles  and  their  owners  via  individual  serial 
numbers  cast  or  stamped  onto  the  frame  of  every  bicycle.  According  to  the  Registry, 
approximately  350,000  bicycles  are  registered  nationwide,  and  approximately  2,000 
bicycles  are  registered  in  San  Francisco  through  their  services. 

Opportunities  &  challenges  to  developing  a  local  bicycle  licensing  program 

•  Offers  some  help  in  recovering  stolen  bicycles 

•  Only  applies  to  residents;  many  non-resident  cyclists  visit  San  Francisco  daily 

•  Fees  set  by  state  code  make  such  programs  largely  not  cost-effective 

•  Could  serve  as  a  disincentive  to  travel  by  bicycle 

•  Onerous  for  those  with  multiple  bikes 

Opportunities  &  challenges  to  developing  a  local  bicyclist  licensing  program 


•  Could  offer  an  opportunity  for  much-needed  bicyclist  education 

•  The  City  currently  does  not  have  the  authority;  would  require  state  legislation  to 
amend  the  CVC 

•  Only  applies  to  residents;  many  non-resident  cyclists  visit  San  Francisco  daily 

•  Would  serve  as  a  major  disincentive  to  travel  by  bicycle 

•  Would  face  strident  opposition  from  bicycling  community 

•  No  other  such  programs  exist  in  this  country 

•  No  source  of  funding  exists;  user  fees  would  further  discourage  bicycle  use 


Attachment  1:  CVC  Excerpts 

Article  4  of  Chapter  1  of  Division  11  of  the  California  Vehicle  Code: 

21206.  This  chapter  does  not  prevent  local  authorities,  by  ordinance,  from  regulating 
the  registration  of  bicycles  and  the  parking  and  operation  of  bicycles  on  pedestrian  or 
bicycle  facilities,  provided  such  regulation  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  this 
code. 

Article  4  of  Chapter  1  of  Division  16.7  of  the  California  Vehicle  Code: 

39000.  "Bicycle",  for  the  purposes  of  this  division,  means  any  device  upon  which  a 
person  may  ride,  which  is  propelled  by  human  power  through  a  system  of  belts, 
chains,  or  gears  having  either  two  or  three  wheels  (one  of  which  is  at  least  20  inches 
in  diameter)  or  having  a  frame  size  of  at  least  14  inches,  or  having  four  or  more 
wheels. 

39001.  (a)  The  department  shall  procure  and  distribute  bicycle  license  indicia  and 
registration  forms  to  all  counties  and  cities  which  have  adopted  a  bicycle  licensing 
ordinance  or  resolution.  Those  counties  and  cities  shall  issue  the  indicia  and 
registration  form  to  the  owner  of  any  new  bicycle,  and  may,  upon  request  of  the 
owner,  issue  an  indicia  and  registration  form  to  the  owner  of  any  bicycle  which 
complies  with  Section  39007. 

The  department  shall  charge  and  collect  a  fee,  not  to  exceed  the  cost  of  procuring  and 
distributing  the  license  indicia  and  registration  form,  for  each  bicycle  license  indicia 
and  registration  form  issued.  All  fees  collected  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  Motor  Vehicle  Account  in  the  State  Transportation  Fund.  Those  fees 
are  hereby  continuously  appropriated  from  the  account  for  use  by  the  department  to 
defray  costs  to  procure  and  distribute  the  bicycle  license  indicia  and  registration  forms. 

(b)  The  director  shall  design  the  bicycle  license  indicia  and  registration  form  described 
in  subdivision  (a),  and  shall  establish  procedures  for  the  distribution  of  the  indicia  and 
registration  form  to  counties  and  cities.  The  indicia  shall  be  adhesive,  durable,  flexible, 
and  of  a  size  to  permit  it  to  be  affixed  to  the  front  of  the  seat  tube  of  the  bicycle  frame. 
Each  indicia  shall  bear  a  unique  license  number  and  shall  be  permanently  assigned  to 
a  bicycle.  Each  registration  form  shall  comply  with  Section  39005. 

(c)  Bicycle  licenses  shall  be  renewed  uniformly  throughout  the  state  on  January  1  of 
the  third  year  following  the  year  of  registration.  Renewal  of  a  bicycle  license  shall  be 
indicated  by  a  supplementary  adhesive  device  affixed  parallel  to,  and  above  or  below, 
the  indicia,  with  the  expiration  date  showing. 

39002.  (a)  A  city  or  county,  which  adopts  a  bicycle  licensing  ordinance  or  resolution, 
may  provide  in  the  ordinance  or  resolution  that  no  resident  shall  operate  any  bicycle, 
as  specified  in  the  ordinance,  on  any  street,  road,  highway,  or  other  public  property 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  city  or  county,  as  the  case  may  be,  unless  the  bicycle  is 
licensed  in  accordance  with  this  division. 
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(b)  Any  bicycle  not  licensed  under  this  division  may  be  additionally  regulated  or 
licensed  pursuant  to  local  ordinance  or  may  be  licensed  upon  request  of  the  owner. 

(c)  It  is  unlawful  for  any  person  to  tamper  with,  destroy,  mutilate,  or  alter  any  license 
indicia  or  registration  form,  or  to  remove,  alter,  or  mutilate  the  serial  number,  or  the 
identifying  marks  of  a  licensing  agency's  identifying  symbol,  on  any  bicycle  frame 
licensed  under  this  division. 

39003.  If  a  city  or  county  has  or  adopts  a  bicycle  licensing  ordinance  or  resolution, 
indicia  and  a  copy  of  the  registration  form  obtained  from  the  department  shall  be 
issued  to  the  owner  by  the  city  or  county  or  other  licensing  agency  designated  by  it. 

39004.  Each  licensing  agency,  by  ordinance  or  resolution,  may  adopt  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  collection  of  license  fees.  Revenues  from  license  fees  shall  be 
retained  by  the  licensing  city  or  county  and  shall  be  used  for  the  support  of  such 
bicycle  ordinance  or  resolution,  and  may  be  used  to  reimburse  retailers  for  services 
rendered.  In  addition,  fees  collected  shall  be  used  to  improve  bicycle  safety  programs 
and  establish  bicycle  facilities,  including  bicycle  paths  and  lanes,  within  the  limits  of 
the  jurisdiction. 

The  fees  required  to  be  paid  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  division  are: 

(a)  For  each  new  bicycle  license  and  registration  certificate,  the  sum  shall  not  exceed 
two  dollars  ($2)  per  year  or  any  portion  thereof. 

(b)  For  each  transfer  of  registration  certificate,  the  sum  shall  not  exceed  one  dollar 
($1). 

(c)  For  each  replacement  of  a  bicycle  license  or  registration  certificate,  the  sum  shall 
not  exceed  one  dollar  ($1). 

(d)  For  each  bicycle  license  renewal,  the  sum  shall  not  exceed  one  dollar  ($1)  per 
year. 

39005.  Cities  and  counties  having  a  bicycle  licensing  ordinance  or  resolution  shall 
maintain  records  of  each  bicycle  registered.  Such  records  shall  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  the  license  number,  the  serial  number  of  the  bicycle,  the  make  and  type,  of 
the  bicycle,  and  the  name  and  address  of  the  licensee. 

Records  shall  be  maintained  by  the  licensing  agency  during  the  period  of  validity  of 
the  license  or  until  notification  that  the  bicycle  is  no  longer  to  be  operated. 

39006.  (a)  Each  bicycle  retailer  and  each  bicycle  dealer  shall  supply  to  each 
purchaser  a  preregistration  form  provided  by  the  licensing  agency  and  shall  include, 
on  the  sales  check  or  receipt  given  to  the  purchaser,  a  record  of  the  following 
information:  name  of  retailer,  address  of  retailer,  year  and  make  of  the  bicycle,  serial 
number  of  the  bicycle  if  delivered  to  the  purchaser  in  an  assembled  state,  general 
description  of  the  bicycle,  name  of  purchaser,  and  address  of  purchaser.  A  copy  of  the 
preregistration  form  shall  be  filled  out  and  forwarded  by  the  purchaser  to  the 
appropriate  licensing  agency  within  10  days  from  the  date  of  sale. 

(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  division,  a  bicycle  dealer  is  any  person  who  sells,  gives 
away,  buys,  or  takes  in  trade  for  the  purpose  of  resale,  more  than  five  bicycles  in  any 
one  calendar  year,  whether  or  not  such  bicycles  are  owned  by  such  person.  "Bicycle 
dealer"  also  includes  agents  or  employees  of  such  person. 
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39007.  After  December  31,  1976,  no  bicycle  retailer  shall  sell  any  new  bicycle  in  this 
state  unless  such  bicycle  has  legibly  and  permanently  stamped  or  cast  on  its  frame  a 
serial  number,  no  less  than  one-eighth  inch  in  size,  and  unique  to  the  particular 
bicycle  of  each  manufacturer.  The  serial  number  only  shall  be  stamped  or  cast  in  the 
head  of  the  frame,  either  side  of  the  seat  tube,  the  toeplate,  or  the  bottom  sprocket 
(crank)  housing. 

39008.  (a)  Whenever  any  person  sells  or  otherwise  disposes  of  a  bicycle,  he  shall 
endorse  upon  the  registration  certificate  previously  issued  for  such  bicycle  a  written 
transfer  of  same,  setting  forth  the  name,  address,  telephone  number  of  the  transferee, 
date  of  transfer,  and  signature  of  the  tran'sferrer,  and  shall  deliver  the  registration 
certificate,  so  endorsed,  to  the  licensing  agency  within  10  days. 

(b)  Any  person  who  purchases  or  otherwise  acquires  possession  of  a  bicycle  shall, 
within  10  days  of  taking  possession,  apply  for  the  transfer  of  license  to  his  own  name. 
Cities  and  counties  may  establish  rules  and  regulations  to  govern  and  enforce  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

39009.  (a)  Whenever  the  owner  of  a  bicycle  licensed  pursuant  to  an  ordinance  or 
resolution  of  a  city  or  county  changes  his  address,  he  shall  within  10  days  notify  the 
appropriate  licensing  agency  of  the  old  and  new  address. 

(b)  In  the  event  that  any  bicycle  license  indicia  or  registration  form  issued  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  this  division  is  lost,  stolen,  or  mutilated,  the  licensee  of  such  bicycle 
shall  immediately  notify  the  licensing  agency,  and,  within  10  days  after  such 
notification,  shall  apply  to  the  licensing  agency  for  a  duplicate  license  indicia  or 
registration  form.  Thereupon,  the  licensing  agency  shall  issue  to  such  licensee  a 
replacement  indicia  or  registration  form  upon  payment  to  the  licensing  agency  of  the 
appropriate  fee. 

39011.  No  fine  imposed  for  any  violation  of  an  ordinance  or  resolution,  which  is 
adopted  pursuant  to  this  division,  shall  exceed  ten  dollars  ($10). 

39012.  The  licensing  agency  shall  have  the  right  to  impound  and  retain  possession  of 
any  bicycle  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  division,  and  may  retain  possession  of 
such  bicycle  until  the  provisions  of  this  division  are  complied  with.  In  addition,  a  fine 
may  be  imposed  for  any  violation  of  this  division  pursuant  to  Section  39011. 
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Attachment  2 

Section  included  to  the  1995  San  Francisco  Traffic  Code  -  Article  5A 

SEC.  109.1.  VOLUNTARY  BICYCLE  REGISTRATION  PROGRAM. 

(a)  Voluntary  Registration.  Not  later  than  60  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
ordinance,  any  person,  including  the  owner  of  a  business  that  rents  bicycles,  may 
register  a  bicycle  in  accordance  with  regulations  prepared  by  the  Chief  of  Police  and 
approved  by  the  Police  Commission.  Such  regulations  shall  designate  locations 
including  commercial  bicycle  dealers  and  public  events  where  bicycle  registration  may 
be  conducted. 

(b)  Registration  Records.  The  Chief  of  Police  shall  maintain  records  of  bicycle 
registration  that  include  the  bicycle  serial  number,  the  registration  number,  a 
description  of  the  bicycle,  the  name,  address  and  telephone  number  of  the  registered 
owner,  and  such  other  information  that  the  Chief  concludes  will  deter  theft,  impede 
frequency  of  and  facilitate  recovery  of  a  stolen  bicycle. 

(c)  Bicycle  Registration  Program.  When  the  Department  takes  possession  of  a  bicycle 
to  which  the  registered  owner  is  entitled,  the  Department  shall  utilize  bicycle 
registration  records  to  locate  the  registered  owner  of  the  bicycle  and  notify  the  owner 
that  he  or  she  may  recover  the  bicycle  from  the  Department. 

(d)  Bicycle  Safety  Education.  Bicycle  and  public  safety  or  other  relevant  educational 
information  that  has  been  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Police  and  the  Bicycle  Advisory 
Committee  may  be  distributed  to  bicycle  registrants  at  the  time  the  registration  is 
completed. 

(e)  Registration  Confidentiality.  The  disclosure  of  personal  information  about  a 
registered  bicycle  owner  constitutes  an  unwarranted  invasion  of  personal  privacy. 
Such  information  shall  not  be  disclosed  except  where  necessary  to  the  administration 
of  the  bicycle  registration  program  and  the  detection  of  bicycle  theft  and  the  recovery 
of  stolen  bicycles. 

(f)  Report  of  Program.  The  Chief  of  Police  shall  submit  a  quarterly  report  on  voluntary 
bicycle  registration  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Police  Commission,  the  Parking 
and  Traffic  Commission,  and  the  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee.  The  report  shall  include 
the  following: 

(1)  The  total  number  of  bicycles  registered  to  date,  and  the  number  of  all  bicycle 
registrations  completed  during  the  quarter; 

(2)  The  number  of  bicycles  found  or  recovered  by  the  Police  Department  during  the 
quarter; 

(3)  The  number  of  registered  bicycles  found  or  recovered  during  the  quarter; 

(4)  The  number  of  bicycles  that  have  been  reported  stolen  during  the  quarter;  and 

(5)  The  number  of  bicycles  in  storage  at  the  end  of  the  quarter,  and  the  number  of 
bicycles  that  were  disposed  of  during  the  quarter  by  return  to  owner,  sale,  dismantling, 
or  any  other  means. 

(g)  Termination  of  Program.  In  the  event  this  Article  is  repealed,  or  the  bicycle 
registration  program  is  otherwise  suspended  or  terminated,  the  Chief  of  Police  shall 
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notify  all  persons  of  such  termination  or  suspension  who  have  registered  his  or  her 
bicycle  with  the  previous  five  years.  (Added  by  Ord.  81-95,  App.  4/17/95) 
SEC.  109.2.  BICYCLE  REGISTRATION  PROGRAM— ADMINISTRATIVE  FEE. 

(a)  Registration  Fee.  Upon  registration  of  a  bicycle,  the  Police  Department  shall  collect 
a  fee  in  the  amount  of  $5.00  to  recover  costs  incurred  by  the  Police  Department  in  all 
aspects  of  the  administration  of  the  bicycle  registration  program.  Such  fee  shall  be 
$5.00  and  shall  not  exceed  costs  necessary  to  the  administration  of  the  bicycfe 
registration  program  and  to  the  promotion  of  safe  bicycling  in  Sah  Francisco.  The 
promotion  of  safe  bicycling  in  San  Francisco  shall  include  efforts  by  the  Police 
Department  to  help  bicycle  owners  to  remember  the  serial  numbers  of  their  bicycles, 
and  to  encourage  bicycle  owners  properly  to  lock  their  bicycles.  The  administrative 
costs  may  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  supplies,  computer  equipment,  and  personnel 
costs.  The  fee  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  reimbursement  provisions  of  Section  10C.1 
of  the  Administrative  Code. 

(b)  Filing  Fee.  The  San  Francisco  Police  Department  shall  collect  a  fee  in  the  amount 
of  $1.00  for  the  replacement  of  a  bicycle  registration  certificate,  the  filing  of  a  change 
of  address  by  the  registered  owner,  or  the  filing  of  a  transfer  of  ownership. 

(c)  The  fees  shall  be  evaluated  and  reviewed  annually  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code.  In  the  event  an  ordinance  that  could  repeal  this  Article  so  as  to 
terminate  or  substantially  diminish  the  protections  afforded  by  the  bicycle  registration 
program  is  reintroduced  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Chief  shall  cause  notice 
of  the  prepared  ordinance  to  be  mailed  to  all  persons  who  have  registered  within  the 
immediately  preceding  five  years  of  the  date  of  introduction  of  the  prepared  ordinance. 

(d)  Deposit  of  Revenue.  The  revenue  received  by  the  Police  Department  through  the 
collection  of  the  administrative  fee  shall  be  deposited  with  the  City  and  County 
Treasurer. 

(e)  Administrative  Regulations.  Not  later  than  45  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
ordinance,  the  Chief  of  Police,  upon  the  approval  of  the  Police  Commission  and  with 
the  recommendation  of  the  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee,  shall  establish  procedures 
and  regulations  for  the  proper  collection  and  administration  of  the  fees  authorized  by 
this  Article.  (Added  by  Ord.  81-95,  App.  4/17/95) 

SEC.  109.3.  BICYCLE  REGISTRATION  FUND. 

(a)  Establishment  of  Fund.  There  is  hereby  established  the  Bicycle  Registration  Fund 
(the  "Fund")  for  the  purpose  of  the  deposit  and  the  expenditure  of  administrative  fees 
collected  by  the  Police  Department  for  the  registration  of  bicycles  pursuant  to  this 
Article. 

(b)  Appropriation  of  Funds.  Subject  to  the  budgetary,  fiscal  and  procurement 
provisions  of  the  Charter,  funds  shall  be  appropriated  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
reimburse  the  Police  Department  for  the  costs  of  departmental  administration  of  the 
bicycle  registration  program,  and  for  public  information  that  is  administered  by  the 
Police  Department  that  promotes  safe  bicycling  in  San  Francisco, 

(c)  Report  of  Expenditures.  The  Chief  of  Police  shall  submit  a  quarterly  report  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  the  Police  Commission,  the  Parking  and  Traffic  Commission, 
and  the  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  that  states  the  expenditures  from  the  Fund  for 
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that  quarter.  The  quarterly  report  shall  state  the  amount  of  revenue  deposited  in  the 
Fund,  the  remaining  balance  at  the  end  of  the  quarter,  and  an  itemization  of 
expenditures  and  the  purpose  of  each  expenditure. 

(d)  Balance  of  Fund.  The  balance  remaining  in  the  Bicycle  Registration  Fund  at  the 
end  of  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  carried  forward  in  the  Fund  to  the  following  fiscal  year 
for  the  purposes  provided  by  this  Section.  (Added  by  Ord.  81-95,  App.  4/17/95) 
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APPENDIX 

C.       Traffic  Court  Cyclists/Motorist  Citations  2009 
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12  Month  Period  -  Number  of  Bicyclist  Citations-January  to  December  2009 

Descriptions 

California  Business  and  Professions  Code 

BP  25620a  Drinking  in  Public 

California  Health  and  Safety  Code 

HS  1 1364  Possession  of  Drug  Paraphernalia  (Should  be  misdemeanor) 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Police  Code 

MP  21  Drinking  in  Public 

MP  157  Crowd  to  disperse  on  Order  of  Police  -  no  applicable  code  violation 

California  Penal  Code 

PC  148al  Resisting  or  obstructing  an  officer  (Should  be  misdemeanor) 

San  Francisco  Traffic  Code 

TC  30  Proceeding  wrong  way  down  a  one  way  street 

TC  35  Illegal  left  hand  turn 

TC  35.1  No  left  turn  allowed 

TC  96  Bicycles  Restricted 

TC  97  Riding  on  the  handlebars 

California  Vehicle  Code 

CVC  3 1  Providing  false  information  to  peace  officer 

CVC  12815a  Failure  to  obtain  duplicate  if  original  license  lost,  destroyed,  or  mutilated 

CVC  14600a  Failure  to  provide  change  of  address  to  police  officer 

CVC  16028a  Failure  to  provide  proof  of  financial  responsibility 

CVC  21 1 13(a)  Operating  bicycle  on  school  ground 
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CVC  21210  Bicycle  lying  on  its  side  on  a  sidewalk 

CVC  2121 1(a)  Standing,  stopping,  sitting  or  loitering  on  a  Class  I  bikeway  -  cited  as  parking, 
not  moving  citation 

CVC  2121 1(b)  Placing  or  parking  any  bicycle,  vehicle,  or  object  upon  a  Class  I  bikeway  which 
impedes  the  movement  of  a  bicyclist 

CVC  21212(a)  Person  under  18  operating  or  riding  as  passenger  on  bicycle  without  wearing 
approved  helmet 

CVC  21212(c)  Sale  of  bicycle  helmet  not  meeting  applicable  safety  standards 

CVC  21235c  Operation  of  a  motorized  scooter  or  bicycle  without  a  helmet 

CVC  21250  Low  speed  vehicle  -  no  applicable  violation 

CVC  21353(a)(c)  Failure  to  stop  at  red  light  limit  line 

CVC  21450  Traffic  control  signals  -  no  applicable  violation 

CVC  21451(a)  Proceed  at  green  light  but  yield  to  pedestrians/vehicles  lawfully  in  intersection 

CVC  21453a  Failure  to  stop  at  limit  line  at  red  light 

CVC  21453b  Failure  to  stop  at  limit  line  at  red  light  before  turning 

CVC  21453c  Failure  to  stop  at  limit  line  at  red  arrow  light 

CVC  21456.2  Obeying  all  provisions  applicable  to  driver  of  a  vehicle 

CVC  21456.2a  Failure  to  obey  bicycle  traffic  control  signals 

CVC  21457a  Failure  to  stop  at  a  red  flashing  (stop  signal) 

CVC  21460a  Driving  to  the  left  of  double  parallel  solid  lines 

CVC  21461(a)  Failure  to  obey  traffic  signal 

CVC  21462  Obey  official  traffic  signal 

CVC  21650  Driving  on  the  right  side  of  a  highway 

CVC  21650.1  Bicycle  on  roadway  or  shoulder  required  to  be  operated  in  same  direction  as 
motor  vehicles. 
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CVC  21652  Unlawful  entry  of  highway  from  service  road 

CVC  21657  Wrong  way  travel 

CVC  21658(a)  Unsafe  lane  change 

CVC  21663  Driving  on  sidewalk 

CVC  21703  Following  too  closely 

CVC  21717  Motor  vehicle  turning  across  a  bicycle  lane  (cited  to  motorist) 

CVC  21750  Unsafe  pass  on  left 

CVC  21754  Passing  on  right 

CVC  21755  Passing  on  right  when  unsafe 

CVC  21756b  Unsafe  passage  of  transit  vehicle  (streetcar)  at  intersection 

CVC  21800(a)(b)(C)  Failure  to  yield  right  of  way  at  intersection 

CVC  21801(a)  Failure  to  yield  when  turning  left 

CVC  21801(b)  Yield  right  of  way  to  vehicle  making  u-turn 

CVC  21802a  Failure  to  yield  right-of-way  at  intersection 

CVC  21804(a)(b)  Yield  to  approaching  traffic 

CVC  21806a  Failure  to  yield  and  move  to  right  for  emergency  vehicle 

CVC  21950(a)  Failure  to  yield  to  pedestrian  in  crosswalk 

CVC  21950(b)  Pedestrian  right  of  way  in  crosswalk 

CVC  21951  Passing  vehicle  stopped  to  yield  to  pedestrian 

CVC  21960a  Proceeding  on  bicycle  restricted  freeways  or  expressways 

CVC  21966  Pedestrian  in  a  bicycle  lane  where  pedestrian  facility 

CVC  22 100(a)  Improper  position  for  a  right  turn 

CVC  22100(b)  Improper  position  for  a  left  turn  for  a  left  turn  intersection 

CVC  22101(d)  Failure  to  obey  traffic  signal  turn  at  intersection 

CVC  22102  Improper  u-turn,  not  at  an  intersection 

CVC  22106  Staring/backing  when  unsafe 
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CVC  22107  Unsafe  turn  and/or  without  signaling 

CVC  22109  Unsafe  stop 

CVC  221 10(a)  Improper  Position  for  a  Right  turn  at  intersection  -  cited  only  to  motorists 

CVC  22201  la  -  No  applicable  code  violation 

CVC  22250v212  -  No  applicable  code  violation 

CVC  22350  Unsafe  Speed 

CVC  22400a  Slow  speed  impeding  or  blocking  traffic  on  highway 

CVC  22450  Failure  to  stop  at  stop  sign  limit  line 

CVC  22450a  Failure  to  stop  at  stop  sign  limit  line 

CVC  22454a  Passing  a  school  bus  that  is  stopped  for  unloading  or  loading 

CVC  22500a  Stopping,  parking  or  leaving  of  a  standing  vehicle  -  cited  as  parking 

CVC  22517  Opening  car  door  when  unsafe  -  cited  as  motorist 

CVC  23 1 1 1  Throwing  or  depositing  of  a  lighted  substance 

CVC  23123a  Operation  of  a  cell  phone  without  a  hands  free  device  -  cited  as  motorist 

CVC  23 152(a)(b)  Driving  under  the  influence  -  cited  to  motorist  as  misdemeanor 

CVC  24153a  -  No  applicable  code  violation 

CVC  24250  Lighted  lighting  equipment  required 

CVC  24250a  -  No  applicable  code  violation 

CVC  24400a  Two  headlamps  required  -  cited  to  motorists 

CVC  27400  Operating  bicycle  while  wearing  headset  or  earplugs  in  both  ears 

CVC  25250  Flashing  lights  prohibited 

Total 

Total  Citations  Issued 

Percent  of  Citations  Issued 

APPENDIX 

D.  Bicycle/Automobile  Collisions  in  San  Francisco  Where  Bicyclists  Were  Most 
Frequently  Assigned  Fault;  Bicycle/Automobile  Collisions  in  San  Francisco  Where 
Motorists  Were  Most  Frequently  Assigned  Fault  (1998-2006;  Fatalities  and  Injuries 
to  Motorists,  Pedestrians,  Bicyclists  and  Motorcyclists  2001-2008. 
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APPENDIX 


D.  Bicycle/Automobile  Collisions  in  San  Francisco  Where  Bicyclists  Were  Most 
Frequently  Assigned  Fault  (1998-2006)  (Source:  SF  Bicycle  Plan,  Chapter  5,  2009) 


Rank 

Description 

#  Collisions 

#  No  Fault 

%  Motorist 
Fault 

%  Bicyclist 
Fault 

1 

Unsafe  Speed 

342 

4 

31 

68 

z 

T-Tq  1 1 1 1  re*  f  r\   \t  An  tf^H 

rdHUIC  LU  oLUp  IvCU 

Ligni  Limn  i^iiic 

781 

z.0  1 

1  0 

3  1 

T. 

J 

VV  ILMltL  OILIC  \Jl 

Roadway 

189 

5 

5 

95 

4 

Yield  to 

Approaching 
Traffic 

187 

2 

14 

86 

5 

Failure  to  Stop  at 
STOP  sign  Limit 

Line 

163 

4 

22 

78 

Totals* 

1,162 

25 

23% 

77% 

D.  Bicycle/Automobile  Collisions  in  San  Francisco  Where  Motorists  Were  Most 
Frequently  Assigned  Fault  (1998-2006)  (Source:  SF  Bicycle  Plan,  Chapter  5,  2009) 


Rank 

Description 

#  Collisions 

#  No  Fault 

%  Motorist 
Fault 

%  Bicyclist 
Fault 

1 

Opening  Car  Door 
when  Unsafe 

285 

9 

100 

0 

2 

Failure  to  Yield 
when  Turning  Left 

252 

9 

93 

7 

3 

Unsafe  Turn 
and/or  Without 
Signaling 

208 

6 

82 

18 

4 

Unsafe  Speed 

342 

4 

32 

68 

5 

Failure  to  Stop  at 
Red  Light  Limit 
Line 

281 

10 

31 

69 

Totals* 

1,368 

38 

65% 

35% 

*Totals  do  not  all  add  up  in  the  2  above  charts  as  the  totals  represent  ALL  collisions,  not  only  the  top  five. 
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D.  Fatalities  and  Injuries  to  Motorists,  Pedestrians,  Bicyclists  and  Motorcyclists  2001- 
2008. 

(Source:  Statewide  Integrated  Traffic  Records  System  (SWITRS)) 


S.F. 

Auto 

Auto 

Pedest. 

Pedest. 

Bicycle 

Bicycle 

Motor 

Motor 

Fatal. 

Injury 

Fatal. 

Injury 

Fatal. 

Injury 

Cycle 
Fatal. 

Cycle 
Injury 

2008 

35 

3577 

16 

790 

3 

471 

8 

340 

2007 

51 

3632 

29 

775 

1 

453 

5 

346 

2006 

39 

3440 

19 

713 

2 

345 

4 

276 

2005 

32 

3797 

16 

743 

2 

349 

3 

293 

2004 

37 

3544 

20 

710 

2 

321 

3 

252 

2003 

46 

4078 

27 

795 

1 

315 

6 

374 

2002 

39 

4369 

21 

858 

1 

308 

2 

409 

2001 

40 

6236 

21 

916 

1 

314 

2 

419 
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APPENDIX 

E.       Moving  Violation  Revenue  Fiscal  Years  2006  to  2010 
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GLOSSARY 

ACS 

American  Community  Survey 

BAC 

Bicycle  Advisory  Committee 

BC 

Bicycle  Coalition  (SFBC) 

BOS 

Board  of  Supervisors 

CAC 

Citizens'  Advisory  Council 

CEQA 

California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

CTA 

County  Transportation  Authority 

CVC 

California  Vehicle  Code 

DMV 

Department  of  Motor  Vehicles 

DPT 

Department  of  Parking  &  Traffic 

EIR 

Environmental  Impact  Review 

MEA 

Major  Environmental  Analysis 

NHTSA 

National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 

NYT 

New  York  Times 

OCC 

Office  of  Citizen  Complaints 

PCO 

Parking  Control  Officer 

Plan 

San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan 

POST 

Police  Office  Standards  and  Training 

SFMTA 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 

SFPD 

San  Francisco  Police  Department 

SWITRS 

Statewide  Integrated  Traffic  Records  System 

TC 

Traffic  Code  (San  Francisco) 

TFP 

Transit  First  Policy 

UCB 

University  of  California,  Berkeley 

UCD 

University  of  California,  Davis 

UCLA 

University  of  California,  Los  Angeles 
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Purpose  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury 


California  state  law  requires  that  all  58  counties  impanel  a  Grand  Jury  to  serve  during  each  fiscal  year  (Penal 
Code  section  905,  California  Constitution,  Article  I,  Section  23).  In  San  Francisco,  the  presiding  judge  of  the 
Superior  Court  impanels  two  grand  juries.  The  Indictment  Grand  Jury  has  sole  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
return  criminal  indictments.  The  Civil  Grand  Jury  scrutinizes  the  conduct  of  public  business  of  county 
government. 

The  function  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  is  to  investigate  the  operations  of  the  various  officers,  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  government  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  Each  civil  grand  jury  determines  which 
officers,  departments  and  agencies  it  will  investigate  during  its  term  of  office.  To  accomplish  this  task,  the 
grand  jury  is  divided  into  committees,  which  are  assigned  to  the  respective  departments,  or  areas,  which  are 
being  investigated.  These  committees  visit  government  facilities,  meet  with  public  officials  and  develop 
recommendations  for  improving  City  and  County  operations. 

The  19  members  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  serve  for  a  period  of  one  year  from  July  through  June  30  the 
following  year,  and  are  selected  at  random  from  a  pool  of  30  prospective  grand  jurors.  During  that  period  of 
time  it  is  estimated  that  a  minimum  of  approximately  500  hours  will  be  required  for  grand  jury  service.  By 
state  law,  a  person  is  eligible  if  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  18  years  of  age  or  older,  of  ordinary  intelligence 
and  good  character,  and  has  a  working  knowledge  of  the  English  language. 


Applications  to  serve  on  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  are  available  by  contacting  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  office: 

•  by  phone  (415)  551  -3605  (weekdays  8:00-4:30) 

•  in  person  at  the  Grand  Jury  Office,  400  McAllister  Street,  Room  008,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

•  online  by  completing  the  application  at 

http://vvww.sfsuperiorcourt.org/Modules/ShowDocument.  aspx?documentid=l  988 


State  Law  Requirement 

Pursuant  to  state  law,  reports  of  the  Civil  Grand  Jury  do  not  identify  the  names  or  identifying  information 
about  individuals  who  provided  information  to  the  Civil  Grand  Jury. 

Departments  and  agencies  identified  in  the  report  must  respond  to  the  Presiding  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 
within  the  number  of  days  specified,  with  a  copy  sent  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  As  to  each  finding  of  the 
Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  response  must  either  (1)  agree  with  the  finding,  or  (2)  disagree  with  it,  wholly  or 
partially,  and  explain  why.  Further,  as  to  each  recommendation  made  by  the  Civil  Grand  Jury,  the  responding 
party  must  either  report  (1)  that  the  recommendation  has  been  implemented,  with  a  summary  explanation  of 
how  it  was  implemented;  (2)  the  recommendation  has  not  been  implemented,  but  will  be  implemented  in  the 
future,  with  a  time  frame  for  the  implementation;  (3)  the  recommendation  requires  further  analysis,  with  an 
explanation  of  the  scope  of  that  analysis  and  a  time  frame  for  the  officer  or  agency  head  to  be  prepared  to 
discuss  it  (less  than  six  months  from  the  release  of  this  report);  or  (4)  that  recommendation  will  not  be 
implemented  because  it  is  not  warranted  or  reasonable,  with  an  explanation  of  why  that  is.  (California  Penal 
Code,  Sections  933,  933.05.) 
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The  current  constitutional  requirement  to  pay  unsustainable  public 
pension  obligations  is  a  promise  without  a  plan  " 

-Girard  Miller 
Little  Hoover  Commission,  April  22,  2010 

PURPOSE  OF  THIS  REPORT 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  alert  public  officials  and  citizens  that  fundamental 
adjustments  must  be  made  to  the  City's  employee  pension  program.  The  San  Francisco 
Controller  has  projected  the  pension  and  health  care  costs  to  increase  from  $413  million  for 
the  current  fiscal  year  to  nearly  $1  billion1  in  five  years.  These  obligations  will  increasingly 
impact  the  general  fund  and  threaten  to  move  resources  from  other  needs  of  the  City. 
Reform  must  be  undertaken  in  order  to  find  a  balance  between  keeping  the  City's  promise  to 
retired  workers  and  maintaining  the  critical  services  that  make  our  City  great. 

L  SUMMARY 

Over  the  past  twelve  months  the  San  Francisco  Civil  Grand  Jury  investigated  the  increasing 
retiree  Pension  and  Health  Benefit  costs  that  will  approach  $1  billion  in  five  years,  which  is 
about  1/3  of  the  City's  current  General  Fund.  Pension  and  health  benefits  enjoyed  by  San 
Francisco  retirees  are  unsustainable. 

During  recent  periods  of  economic  prosperity  our  City  officials,  along  with  compassionate 
voters,  created  relatively  generous  pensions  for  many  City  employees.  But  with  the  recent 
economic  downturn  and  loss  of  millions  in  the  City's  pension  fund,  these  increasing  costs 
threaten  to  jeopardize  the  City's  financial  future. 

The  Grand  Jury  is  concerned  that  the  public  may  conclude  from  our  findings  that  all  city 
workers  receive  excessive  retirement  benefits  or  gain  from  abusive  pension  practices.  This 
is  simply  not  true  for  the  vast  majority  of  city  workers.  The  typical  public  servant  who  goes 
to  work  every  day  to  serve  the  public  will  receive  a  modest  pension  after  many  years  of 
service  to  the  City.  The  Grand  Jury  and  the  public  should  be  grateful  for  the  dedication  and 
hard  work  of  the  majority  of  city  employees. 

The  2008  economic  crisis  caused  a  decline  in  the  City's  pension  fund  of  approximately  $3 
billion  or  25%  of  the  fund  balance  as  of  June  30,  2009.  While  Employee  contributions  to  the 
pension  fund  have  remained  constant  at  7.5%  of  wages,  the  City's  contribution  rate  has 
increased  rapidly.  The  City's  rate  was  0%  until  2004,  will  be  13.56%  next  year  (FY  2010- 
201 1),  and  is  estimated  to  be  30%  in  five  years. 

Over  the  past  years,  SFERS  has  maintained  a  fully  funded  pension  plan.  That  has  now 
changed.  The  City's  actuarial  firm,  Cheiron,  is  projecting  an  increasing  unfunded  liability 
over  the  next  five  years.  The  funded  status  is  projected  to  decline  from  91%  next  year  to 


San  Francisco  Office  of  the  Controller's  "Pension  and  Retiree  Health  History  and  Future  Scenarios,  FY 
2005-06  to  FY2014-15." 
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68%  in  FY  2014-15.  Pension  experts  advise  plan  administrators  to  maintain  at  least  an  80% 
funding  level. 

The  Jury  compiled  a  list  of  900  retirees  receiving  pension  payments  exceeding  $100,000, 
referred  to  in  the  California  Pension  Reform  website  as  the  "$100  K  Club."  The  Jury  found 
significant  disparities  in  the  pension  benefits  paid  to  Police,  Firefighters  and  Miscellaneous 
retirees.  (See  Appendix  C.) 

Since  2002  the  City  has  "picked  up"  the  employees'  7.5%  contribution  for  members  of  the 
Service  Employee  International  Union  (SEIU)  Local  1021  and  other  smaller  collective 
bargaining  units,  consisting  of  9,883  employees.  The  annual  cost  to  the  City  has  been  over 
$60  million.  In  May  2010,  the  City  and  SEIU  Local  1021  entered  into  an  agreement  that 
employees  would  pay  their  own  7.5%  contributions,  and  in  return  employees'  wages  would 
increase  by  6%  effective  July  1,  2010.  This  "swap"  was  described  as  "cost  neutral"  for 
budgetary  purposes.  However,  the  swap  will  have  a  significant  financial  impact  on  the 
City's  future  pension  obligations.  The  failure  to  consider  the  cost  of  pension  obligations  was 
a  major  oversight  on  the  part  of  the  City's  negotiation  team. 

Proposition  H,  passed  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  2002,  was  a  charter  amendment  that 
changed  the  formula  for  Police  and  Firefighter  retirement  benefits.  The  maximum  retirement 
benefit  for  Police  and  Firefighters  was  set  by  charter  amendment  to  90%  of  the  highest 
pensionable  compensation.  Proposition  H  mandated  that  the  City  and  Safety  employees' 
representatives  "meet  and  confer"  on  a  "material  pension  cost-sharing  arrangement."The 
Jury  found  no  evidence  that  the  City  and  the  bargaining  agents  for  Safety  employees 
established  such  a  cost-sharing  arrangement. 

The  Jury  estimates  the  Safety  employees'  contributions  to  be  approximately  $13  million 
annually  over  the  next  thirteen  years  under  a  50%  cost-sharing  arrangement.  The  Jury  has 
recommended  that  the  City  Attorney  seek  a  court  order  requiring  SFERS  to  comply  with  the 
City  Charter. 

The  Office  of  the  Controller  estimates  that  the  expected  increase  next  year  in  the  funding  of 
pension  and  health  benefit  costs  will  impact  the  City's  General  Fund  by  approximately  $63 
million.  This  shift  in  resources  may  require  reductions  in  funding  to  basic  services,  affecting 
all  San  Franciscans,  but  with  the  greatest  impact  on  the  poor  and  the  middle  class. 

Unless  serious  pension  reform  is  undertaken,  our  children  and  grandchildren,  who  were  too 
young  to  vote  at  the  time,  may  be  saddled  with  the  costs  of  benefits  of  former  public 
employees  who  bargained  in  good  faith.  Decisions  were  made  based  on  claims  by  City 
officials,  SFERS,  and  labor  groups  that  it  would  cost  nothing;  these  errors  may  now  be 
constitutionally  irreversible. 

With  the  current  legal  protections  in  place,  the  City  will  need  to  focus  on  the  employees' 
contribution  levels,  and  on  redefining  the  system  for  future  employees.  New  hires  may 
forever  have  less  generous  benefits. 
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II.  INTRODUCTION 


The  2008-2009  Civil  Grand  Jury's  report,  'Tensions:  Beyond  Our  Ability  to  Pay,"  was 
meant  to  be  a  wakeup  call  to  the  City.  Instead,  the  required  respondents  rejected  all  but  one 
of  the  findings  and  recommendations  with  a  tepid  response:  "If  there  is  pension  spiking,  it  is 
wrong, "  and  "The  data  that  the  Grand  Jury  presented  could  not  be  verified." 

The  City  employee  contributions  have  remained  flat  while  the  employer's  contribution  rate 
has  increased  rapidly.  The  recent  economic  crisis  resulted  in  a  decline  in  the  pension  fund  of 
approximately  $3  billion  or  25%  of  the  fund  balance  as  of  June  30,  20093.  The  loss  incurred 
to  the  fund  during  fiscal  2008-09,  in  spite  of  the  actuarial  five-year  averaging  methodology, 
has  caused  the  employer's  contribution  rate,  which  was  0%  in  FY  2003-04,  to  skyrocket  to 
9.49%  this  fiscal  year  (2009-2010).  It  is  estimated  to  increase  to  30%  in  FY  2014-15.4 

Defined  Benefit  (DB)  plans  have  been  largely  abandoned  by  the  private  sector  in  favor  of 
Defined  Contribution  (DC)  or  401(k)-type  plans.  Other  cities  and  other  states  are  offering 
DC  plans  or  a  combination  of  the  two.  The  Jury  is  not  recommending  one  type  over  the 
other.  California's  constitution  has  been  interpreted  to  protect  the  rights  of  public  employees 
to  an  entitlement  to  receive  the  same  benefits  for  their  entire  lifetime.  There  is  consensus 
among  many  legal  experts  that  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  reduce  retirees'  benefits 
prospectively  or  to  change  retirement  ages  for  current  employees. 

Action  by  the  City  is  hamstrung  on  the  one  side  by  powerful  public  employee  union 
influences  in  both  the  state  legislature  and  on  the  pension  board  and,  on  the  other,  by  the  2/3 
majority  voting  requirements  for  taxing  authority  in  the  State's  constitution. 

The  findings  and  recommendations  contained  herein  are  central  to  the  Grand  Jury's  report 
and  are  presented  to  city  agencies  and  departments  for  their  response. 

III.  METHODOLOGY 

The  Jury  began  its  investigation  in  October  2009.  The  investigation  consisted  of  an  inquiry 
into  and  an  examination  of  the  following:  departmental  and  online  database  documents, 
local  and  national  data,  correspondence,  litigation,  literature,  newspaper  articles,  letters  to 
the  editor,  testimony,  internet  sites,  the  City  Charter,  Civil  Service  rules,5  Proposition  H 
(2002),  Proposition  D  (2010),  memoranda  of  understanding  (MOU),  civilian  complaints, 
SFERS  employment  and  retirement  system  data,  Cheiron's6  actuarial  valuation  report  and 
stress-testing  charts,7  and  confidential  interviews. 


2  Responses  to  2008-09  SF  Civil  Grand  Jury  report  on  "Pensions,  Beyond  Our  Ability  to  Pay." 

3  San  Francisco  City  and  County  Employees  Retirement  System  audit  report  for  June  30,  2009. 

4  Cheiron  "Projections  Stress  Testing  Employer  Contribution  Rates."  See  Appendix  D. 
Rule  109  Position  Classification  and  Related  Rules  and  related  rules.  (See  References) 
www.sfgov3.org/index.aspx 

6  SFERS  actuarial  consultant 

7  Available  at  SFERS  (San  Francisco  Employee  Retirement  System)  in  San  Francisco 
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The  Jury  conducted  interviews  with  citizens,  employees,  government  officials  and  Safety 
personnel  from  the  following: 

•  Citizen  complainants 

•  San  Francisco  Employee  Retirement  System  (SFERS) 

•  San  Francisco  Department  of  Human  Resources 

•  San  Francisco  City  Attorney's  Office 

IV.  DISCUSSION 

SAN  FRANCISCO 'S  PENSION  SYSTEM 

There  are  various  pension  arrangements,  but  most  fall  into  one  of  two  basic  categories  - 
Defined  Benefit  (DB)  and  Defined  Contribution  (DC).  The  Department  of  Labor  describes 

Q 

these  plans  as  follows: 

A  defined  benefit  plan  promises  a  specified  monthly  benefit  at  retirement. 
The  plan  may  state  this  promised  benefit  as  an  exact  dollar  amount,  such  as 
$100  per  month  at  retirement.  Or,  more  commonly,  it  may  calculate  a 
benefit  through  a  plan  formula  that  considers  such  factors  as  salary  and 
service  —  for  example,  1  percent  of  average  salary  for  the  last  5  years  of 
employment  for  every  year  of  service  with  an  employer.  The  benefits  in  most 
traditional  defined  benefit  plans  are  protected,  within  certain  limitations,  by 
federal  insurance  provided  through  the  Pension  Benefit  Guaranty 
Corporation. 

A  defined  contribution  plan,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  promise  a  specific 
amount  of  benefits  at  retirement.  In  these  plans,  the  employee  or  the 
employer  (or  both)  contribute  to  the  employee's  individual  account  under 
the  plan,  sometimes  at  a  set  rate,  such  as  5  percent  of  earnings  annually. 
These  contributions  generally  are  invested  on  the  employee's  behalf.  The 
employee  will  ultimately  receive  the  balance  in  their  account,  which  is 
based  on  contributions  plus  or  minus  investment  gains  or  losses.  The  value 
of  the  account  will  fluctuate  due  to  the  changes  in  the  value  of  the 
investments.  Examples  of  defined  contribution  plans  include  401 (k)  plans, 
403(b)  plans,  employee  stock  ownership  plans,  and  profit-sharing  plans. 

The  San  Francisco  pension  plan  for  public  employees  is  a  Defined  Benefit  (DB)  plan, 
similar  to  that  for  many  or  most  public  agencies,  which  use  the  product  of  salary,  length  of 
service,  and  a  factor  to  provide  a  predictable  life  pension  amount. 

Current  San  Francisco  pensions  are  based  on  the  highest  twelve  consecutive  months  of 
earnings,  years  of  service,  and  a  factor.  The  factor  at  the  time  of  full  retirement  is  3%  for 


http://www.dol.gov/dol/topic/retirement/typesofplans.htm 
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Safety  employees  (Police  and  Fire),  and  2.3%  for  other  (Miscellaneous)  employees.  For  new 
employees  hired  after  July  1,  2010,  pensions  will  be  based  on  the  highest  two-year  average9 
(instead  of  one  year).  Miscellaneous  employees  can  retire  at  full  pension  at  age  60;  Safety 
personnel  can  retire  at  full  pension  earlier  at  age  55. 

The  maximum  starting  retirement  benefit  for  Police  and  Fire  is  90%  of  pensionable  income, 
with  a  75%  maximum  for  Miscellaneous  employees. 

Under  San  Francisco's  plan,  most  employees  contribute  7.5%  of  salary.  Safety  employees 
hired  after  July  1,  2010,  will  contribute  9%  9 

The  City  makes  contributions  to  the  plan  based  upon  an  annual  actuarial  valuation  of  the 
pension  fund  to  ensure  that  the  fund  has  sufficient  assets  to  cover  its  benefit  payouts.  When 
times  were  good,  the  City  paid  zero  percent  (until  2004),  but  with  recent  years  of  economic 
malaise,  the  City  must  now  pay  9.49%.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  a  current 
annual  pension  liability  of  $287  million  for  FY  2009-10  (see  Figure  1).  A  combination  of 
too  high  estimates  on  investment  returns,  and  too  low  annual  employee  contributions  may 
lead  to  a  billion-dollar  pension  crisis  in  San  Francisco  within  five  years. 

HEALTH  BENEFITS 

All  San  Francisco  employees  hired  before  January  10,  2009,  have  a  right  to  lifetime  retiree 
health  benefits  after  only  five  years  on  the  job,  a  right  vested  in  the  City  Charter.  For  about 
60,000  employees  -  on-the-job  or  retired  -  the  City  has  a  debt  obligation.  Workers  and 
retirees  may  subscribe  to  various  health  plans,  for  instance  Blue  Cross,  Kaiser  or  others,10 
with  varying  costs  and  benefits,  depending  on  the  plan  and  on  bargaining  agreements 
between  the  City  and  employee  unions. 

Employees  hired  after  January  10,  2009  pay  2%  of  salary,  and  the  City  pays  1%  into  a  new 
trust  fund  to  pay  for  retiree  health  benefits.1 1 

The  costs  of  retiree  medical  benefits  have  escalated  dramatically  with  medical  inflation  over 
the  past  25  years.  Benefits  that  once  cost  employers  a  few  hundred  dollars  monthly  for  a 
handful  of  retirees  now  cost  more  than  $10-12,000  a  year  for  a  rapidly-growing  legion  of 
Baby  Boomer  retirees.  Granting  these  benefits  before  retirees  achieve  Medicare  age,  and  to 
dependents  and  survivors,  has  escalated  the  costs  even  further. 

Unlike  pensions,  health  benefits  for  most  retirees  are  not  pre-funded  but  are  paid  directly  out 
of  the  City's  General  Fund  C'PaY  as  y°u  go")-  in  2001,  the  City  expended  $17  million  on 


9  San  Francisco  Proposition  D,  passed  by  voters  on  June  8,  2010 

10  Health  Service  System,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  http://www.myhss.org/ 

"  S.F.  Proposition  D,  June  8,  2010.  http://www.smartvoter.Org/2008/06/03/ca/sf/meas/B/ 
12  http://www.Ihc.ca.gov/studies/activestudies/pension/MillerAprlO.pdf 


8 


retiree  health  care.  By  201 1,  that  amount  will  have  grown  to  $140  million  and  is  expected  to 
rise  unabated.13 

Mercer  Consulting  (an  actuarial  firm  hired  by  the  City)  reported  on  June  30,  2008,  that  the 
City's  unfunded  liability  for  health  benefits  was  $4  billion.14  The  City  has  set  up  a  Health 
Benefit  Trust  Committee  (Controller,  Treasurer  and  Executive  Director  of  SFERS)  to  work 
on  funding  alternatives  to  address  this  problem. 


PENSION  COSTS 

The  Billion-Dollar  Bubble 

The  City  Controller  has  projected  the  City's  pension  and  health  benefit  costs  to  increase 
from  approximately  $400  million  for  the  current  fiscal  year  to  nearly  $1  billion  in  five  years 
(see  Figure  1).  The  balloon  payment  due  in  2015  is  equivalent  to  approximately  1/3  of  the 
current  $3  billion  General  Fund. 

The  Controller's  Budget  Analyst  has  estimated  that  changes  in  pension  and  health  benefits 
will  increase  each  year  through  2015  (see  Figure  2).  The  Analyst  has  estimated  that  the 
General  Fund  will  be  negatively  impacted  for  the  increases  in  pension  and  health  benefit 
costs  by  approximately  $63  million  in  FY  2010-11.  The  projected  negative  impact  on  the 
General  Fund  will  remain  at  approximately  $60  million  for  each  fiscal  year  through  FY 
2015. 15 

Who  Pays  the  Piper? 

Employee  pension  contributions  have  remained  flat  while  the  City's  contribution  rates  have 
increased  significantly.  The  SFERS  actuary  presented  a  report  titled  "Projections  Stress 
Testing  Contribution  Rates"  to  the  San  Francisco  Employee  Retirement  System  (SFERS) 
board  in  February  201 016.  The  stress  test  scenarios  were  developed  using  different 
investment  return  options  for  each  fiscal  year  during  a  twenty-year  period.  The  two 
scenarios  presented  in  the  Controller's  department  of  Budget  and  Analysis  report  were  the 
"Baseline"  and  the  "Negative  5-Year  Moderate"  projections.  The  Grand  Jury  reviewed  both 
projections  and  found  the  "Negative  5-Year  Moderate"  projection  to  represent  a  more 
conservative  investment  return  option  of  4.5%  over  the  "Baseline"  assumption  of  7.5% 
(Figure  3b).  The  trend  over  the  next  five  years  is  an  ever-increasing  employer  contribution 
rate,  9.49%  for  the  current  fiscal  year  (2010)  and  expected  to  increase  to  30%  by  2015  In 
(Figure  3a). 


Controller  Department  of  Budget  and  Analysis.  See  Appendix  B  for  Controller's  Analysis. 

Mercer  Consulting  Health  Benefit  Actuarial  Valuation  Report,  fiscal  year  2007-08. 

In  the  Controller's  analysis,  he  estimates  that  61%  of  the  total  pension  and  retiree  health  benefit  costs  are 

funded  by  the  General  Fund.  See  Appendix  B  for  Controller's  analysis 

Controller  Department  of  Budget  and  Analysis.  See  Appendix  B  for  Controller's  Analysis.. 
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Figure  1 

Employer  Pension  and  Health  Benefit  Payments 
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Source:  Controller  Department  of  Budget  and  Analysis. 
See  Appendix  B  for  Controller's  Analysis. 

Figure  2 


Year  to  Year  Pension  Cost  Increase  to  General 
Fund  FY  2011  to  FY  2015 
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Source:  Controller  Department  of  Budget  and  Analysis. 
See  Appendix  B  for  Controller's  Analysis. 
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Figure  3a 


Employerand  Employee  Contribution  Rates 
(Negative  5-Year  Moderate  Scenario) 
2004  to  2015 


Source:  Cheiron  "Projections  Stress  Testing  Employer  Contribution  Rates"  Appendix  D 


Figure  3b 


Employerand  Employee  Contribution  Rates 
(Baseline  Scenario) 
2004  to  2015 
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Source:  Cheiron  "Projections  Stress  Testing  Contribution  Rates,"  Appendix  D 
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Over  a  period  of  many  years,  the  City  has  agreed  through  collective  bargaining  to  waive 
certain  groups  of  employees'  pension  contributions  and  pay  or  "pick  up"  the  employees' 
7.5%  contribution.  The  absence  of  a  significant  employee  contribution  rate  has  incentivized 
employee  organizations  to  pursue  ever-increasing  retirement  benefits  at  no  real  cost  to 
employees.  Both  employee  organizations  and  government  officials  may  perceive  that  the 
true  cost  of  increases  to  retirement  and  health  benefits  are  hidden  from  the  public  by  opaque 
government  accounting  and  City  budgeting  procedures,  and  thus  choose  to  ignore  the  fiscal 
discipline  to  pay  today  for  today's  costs  of  services. 

Since  2002  the  City  has  "picked  up"  the  employees'  7.5%  contribution  for  members  of  the 
Service  Employee  International  Union  (SEIU)  Local  1021  and  other  smaller  collective 
bargaining  units,  consisting  of  9883  employees.  The  annual  cost  to  the  City  has  been  over 
$60  million.  For  Safety  employees,  whose  pension  cost  is  higher,  the  City  pays  the 
difference  between  9.0%  and  the  employee  contribution  rate  of  7.5%. 

In  May  2010,  the  City  and  SEIU  Local  1021  entered  into  an  agreement  that  employees 
would  pay  their  own  7.5%  contributions,  and,  in  return  for  this  concession,  the  City  agreed 
to  increase  the  employees'  base  wage  by  6%,  effective  July  1,  2010.  This  arrangement  is 
referred  to  in  the  amendment  to  the  MOU  between  the  City  and  SEIU  Local  1021  as  a 
"swap."  The  swap,  in  effect,  relieved  the  City  of  approximately  $60  million  in  payments  for 
employees'  contributions  to  the  pension  plan;  however,  the  City  had  to  increase  pay  by  6% 
for  all  the  members  of  SEIU  and  other  labor  bargaining  organizations  which  approximates  a 
swap  amount  of  $60  million.  The  swap  was  described  as  "cost  neutral"  for  budgetary 
purposes.  However,  the  swap  will  have  a  significant  financial  impact  on  the  City's  future 
pension  obligations. 

Prior  to  this  agreement,  the  7.5%  contribution  paid  by  the  City  was  excluded  from 
pensionable  compensation.  However,  the  6%  increase  in  wages  is  now  pensionable  income. 
Thus,  the  conversion  of  non-pensionable  to  pensionable  compensation  will  increase  the 
retirement  benefits  for  thousands  of  city  workers. 

The  City's  negotiating  representatives  in  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  (DHR)  did 
not  engage  an  actuary  to  complete  an  evaluation  to  estimate  the  pension  liability  for  the  6% 
increase. 

The  6%  increase  in  wages  would  provide  a  comparable  6%  increase  in  pension;  therefore, 
an  SEIU  employee  who  would  have  retired  with,  say,  a  $20,000  annual  pension  would 
realize  an  additional  $1,200  annual  lifetime  benefit.  For  a  retiring  employee  with  a  life 
expectancy  of  29.6  years  (from  IRS  longevity  tables),  and  assuming  an  interest  rate  of 
7.75%, 17  then  the  present  value  of  this  benefit  would  be  $13,784. 18 


17  7.75%  is  the  interest  rate  assumed  by  Cheiron  in  actuarial  valuation. 

18 

See  online  calculator  to  compute  Present  Value 

http://www.engineeringtoolboxxornydiscrete-payments-cornpounding-forrnulas-d_1234.html 
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The  Grand  Jury  has  estimated  that  the  "swap"  arrangement  between  the  City  and  SEIU 
Local  1021,  and  other  unions  representing  city  workers,  will  result  in  approximately  $136 
million  in  unfunded  pension  obligations.  The  City  will  be  required  to  fund  this  future 
pension  obligation,  unless  a  fair  cost-sharing  arrangement  between  the  City  and  labor  unions 
can  be  implemented. 

A  New  Twist  -  The  Unfunded  Pension  Liability 

SFERS  had  maintained  a  strong  and  improving  funding  ratio  from  1999  to  2008.  In  1999  the 
funding  ratio  was  103%  and  the  surplus  status  continued  through  2008. 

In  FY  2008-09,  the  funded  status  declined  to  a  ratio  of  97%  due  primarily  to  a  net  loss  of 
approximately  $3.5  billion,  which  represented  a  22%19  decline  in  plan  net  assets.  In  order  to 
mitigate  the  impact  of  the  investment  performance  volatility  on  the  City's  contribution  rate, 
Cheiron's  actuaries  utilize  a  5-year  "smoothing"  technique.  Without  the  impact  of 
smoothing,  the  market  value  of  the  pension  fund  assets  to  liabilities  would  have  declined 
from  103%  to  about  72%.  A  further  decline  in  the  funded  status  is  expected  over  the  next 

•  ■  •  20 

twenty  years,  according  to  Cheiron's  actuaries  . 

The  Cheiron  "Negative  5-Year  Moderate"  projection  shows  an  increasing  unfunded 
liability21  over  the  next  five  years.  The  funded  status  is  projected  to  decline  from  91  %  in  the 
next  fiscal  year  to  68%  in  FY  2014-15.  Experts  advise  at  least  an  80%  funding  level. 

If  current  practices  do  not  change,  the  unfunded  pension  liability  will  present  a  financial 
burden  for  The  City,  and  ultimately  the  taxpayer. 


1  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Audit  Report  for  SFERS  of  June  30,  2009. 

20  See  Appendix  D.  Cheiron's  "Projections  Stress  Testing  Employer  Contribution  Rates." 

21  Note:  The  unfunded  liability  is  the  accrued  liability  for  past  services  which  were  not  funded  by  prior 
contributions  and  investments. 

22  See  Pew  report  on  Unfunded  Pension  liability. 
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PENSION  PIE 


The  Grand  Jury  obtained  the  SFERS  April  30,  2010,  payroll  data  for  all  retirees  receiving  an 
annual  pension  of  $75,000  or  more.  The  total  payroll  consisted  of  23,175  retirees. 

Figure  5  shows  the  total  population  by  retiree  group. 


Figure  5 


Total  Pension  Payments 

April  30,  2010 
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Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Payroll. 


Figure  6  shows  a  population  of  2,384  retirees  who  receive  a  pension  greater  than  $75,000. 
The  distribution  in  the  chart  shows  the  number  of  retirees  by  group  and  the  group  total  as  a 
percent  of  the  total  population. 


Figure  6 


Total  Retirees  Receiving  Pensions 

>$75K  on  April  30,2010 

Misc.,  671, 

28% 

Fire,963, 

40% 

Police,  750, 

32% 

Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Payroll. 
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Retirees  within  each  group  that  receive  pensions  greater  than  $75,000: 

•  Of  the  1 ,979  retired  firefighters,  963  or  49%. 

•  Of  the  2,258  retired  police  officers,  750  or  33%. 

•  Of  the  18,938  retired  miscellaneous,  only  671  or  4%. 

Figure  7  shows  a  population  of  900  retirees  who  receive  a  pension  greater  than  $100,000. 
The  distribution  in  the  chart  shows  the  number  of  retirees  by  group  and  the  group  total  as  a 
percent  of  the  total  population. 

Figure  7 

Total  Retirees  Receiving  Pensions 
>$100K  on  April  30,  2010 


Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Payroll. 

Retirees  within  each  group  that  receive  pensions  greater  than  $100,000: 

•  Of  the  1 ,979  retired  firefighters,  469  or  24%. 

•  Of  the  2,258  retired  police  officers,  272  or  1 2%. 

•  Of  the  18,938  miscellaneous  retirees,  only  159  or  1%. 
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Table  1 

AVERAGE  STATISTICS  FOR  SAFETY  AND  MISCELLANEOUS  RETIREES 


Source:  Cheiron  Actuarial  Valuation  dated  July  1,  2009. 


A  \1F*Y?\  CTf*    A  CTF* 

rtVClagC  rtgC 

At  Rptirpmpnt 
Or  Disability 

W  1     JL-'  k  tJ  U-  KJ  till  J 

AVCI  <^K^ 

v.   Ul  1  Will 

Aee 

A  nni  lfil 
Pension 

Old  Police23 

51 

73 

$64,557 

New  Police 

51 

58 

56,520 

Total  Police 

51 

69 

62,701 

Old  Fire 

54 

73 

72,684 

New  Fire 

52 

58 

71,853 

Total  Fire 

54 

70 

72,505 

Old  Misc. 

59 

75 

30,934 

New  Misc. 

58 

65 

21,065 

Total  Misc. 

58 

70 

$26,073 

Table  1 24  shows,  for  all  retirees,  the  average  age  of  retirement,  the  average  current  age,  and 
average  annual  pension.  Employees  hired  prior  to  1976  fall  under  the  Old  Plan,  when 
overtime  was  included  in  pensionable  income.  Those  hired  after  1976  belong  to  the  New 
Plan  when  overtime  was  not  included.  The  number  of  Old  Plan  members  is  declining  every 
year  as  older  members  retire. 


23  "Old"  indicates  employees  hired  before  November,  1976,  before  which  time  Overtime  was  included  in 
pensionable  compensation.  "New"  indicates  employees  hired  after  November,  1976. 

24  Cheiron  Actuarial  Valuation  dated  July  1,  2009. 
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Slicing  the  Pension  Pie:  Some  More  Equal  Than  Others 

The  distribution  of  annual  pension  benefits  of  $75K  or  more  among  the  three  retirement 
groups  shows  a  significant  disparity  between  Safety  (Police  and  Fire)  and  Miscellaneous 
employees.  This  difference  would  be  expected  based  in  part  on  the  increasing  retirement 
benefits  that  have  been  awarded  to  Safety  employees  by  voters  over  many  years.  In 
particular,  the  practice  of  paying  Safety  retirees  retroactive  benefit  increases  has  created  a 
form  of  deferred  compensation  for  this  select  group  that  will  continue  to  grow  over  their 

25 

lifetime.  In  addition,  the  2008-09  Civil  Grand  Jury  issued  a  report  on  abusive  pension 
practices  among  Safety  employees  and  found  many  incidences  of  pension  spiking, 
accomplished  by  accumulating  excessive  pensionable  compensation  in  the  final  year  of 
work. 

The  disparity  in  pension  benefit  payments  between  retired  police  officers  and  firefighters 
cannot  be  attributed  solely  to  pay  differences,  since  the  city  attempts  to  maintain  wage 
parity  for  Safety  employees.  The  Grand  Jury  investigated  Safety  employees'  pension 
benefits  for  FY  2008-09  and  the  ten  months  ended  April  30,  2010.  The  practice  of  pension 
spiking  appears  at  a  much  higher  rate  among  firefighters  than  among  police  officers.  This  is 
discussed  further  in  the  section  Pension  Spiking. 

The  $  100k  Club 

Nine  hundred  retirees  receive  pension  benefits  of  over  $100,000.  Safety  retiree  positions 
represent  82%  of  the  Club  and  Miscellaneous  only  1 8%. 

A  list  of  all  retiree  positions  receiving  a  pension  of  $100K  or  more  can  be  found  in 

26 

Appendix  C  and  at  the  California  Pension  Reform  website. 


PROPOSITION  H-  POLICE  &  FIREFIGHTER  RETIREMENT  PLAN 

Proposition  H,  passed  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  2002,  was  a  charter  amendment  that 
changed  the  formula  for  Police  and  Firefighter  retirement  benefits.  For  those  who  retired  at 
age  50,  the  Charter  Amendment  provided  a  service  credit  of  2.4%  of  salary  for  each  year  of 

.     27  i  *  * 

service  .  For  those  retiring  at  age  55,  the  service  credit  for  entire  career  became  3%  of 
salary.  The  maximum  retirement  benefit  for  Police  and  Firefighters  was  90%  of  their  highest 
pensionable  compensation  in  a  twelve-month  period.  The  charter  amendment  as  it  appeared 
in  the  November,  2002  voters  pamphlet  follows: 


See  2008-09  SF  Civil  Grand  Jury  report  on  "Pensions,  Beyond  Our  Ability  to  Pay." 
California  Pension  Reform,  http://www.californiapensionreform.com/ 

Pensionable  income  times  2.4%  times  years  of  service 
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Section  A8.595-11  (e)  SOURCES  OF  FUNDS 


Any  year  in  which,  based  upon  the  retirement  system  's  annual  actuarial 
valuation,  the  employer  contribution  rate  exceeds  0%,  the  employee 
organizations  representing  safety  members  shall  jointly  meet  and  confer 
with  city  representative  to  implement  a  cost  sharing  arrangement  between 
the  city  and  employee  organizations.  Such  arrangement  will  effect  a 
material  reduction  of  the  cost  impact  of  employer  contributions  on  the 
city 's  general  fund. 

The  dollar  value  of  the  cost  sharing  arrangement  shall  not  exceed  the  total 
annual  cost  to  the  retirement  system  of  improving  the  police  and  fire  safety 
retirement  plans  to  the  3%  @  55  benefit  level  or  the  total  employer 
contribution  required  by  the  retirement  system,  whichever  is  lesser.  Such 
cost  sharing  arrangement  shall  not  require  an  employee  contribution  in 
excess  of  the  limits  set  elsewhere  in  this  charter. 

The  meet  and  confer  process,  including  all  impasse  procedures  under 
section  A8.590-1  el  seq.,  shall  be  concluded  not  later  than  April  1st  except 
by  mutual  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  cost  sharing  arrangement  must  be 
finalized  to  permit  implementation  effective  Julyl. 

The  retirement  board's  authority  under  charter  section  12.100  and  in 
section  A8.510  concerning  the  annual  setting  of  the  rates  of  contribution 
are  not  subject  to  the  meet  and  confer  process,  including  all  impasse 
procedures  under  section  A8.590-1  et  seq. 

The  following  excerpts  were  selected  from  the  voter's  pamphlet: 

A  paid  argument  in  favor  of  Proposition  H,  the  Commissioners  of  the  San  Francisco 
Retirement  System  Board  wrote: 

The  current  surplus  in  the  retirement  fund  is  more  than  enough  to  pay  for 
this  vitally  needed  upgrade  of  pensions  for  police  officers,  firefighters,  and 
paramedics.  As  an  added  protection,  Proposition  H  requires  that  public 
Safety  employees  enter  into  negotiations  to  pay  for  pension  upgrades  in  the 
unlikely  event  that  the  surplus  is  no  longer  sufficient.  This  is  an  important 
new  precedent  in  fiscal  responsibility  and  we  urge  the  entire  City  to  support 
it. 

The  voter  pamphlet  did  not  include  one  opponent  argument  to  Proposition  H. 

The  Anticipated  Fiscal  Impact  of  Prop  H 

In  the  November,  2002,  Voters  Pamphlet,  the  former  City  Controller  issued  the  following 
statement  on  the  fiscal  impact  of  Proposition  H: 


Should  the  proposed  amendment  be  adopted,  in  my  opinion,  the  cost  to 
the  City  and  County  would  increase,  as  estimated  by  the  Retirement  System 
Actuary,  by  about  $28  million  per  year  for  the  next  20  years,  dropping  after 
20  years  to  an  ongoing  cost  of  approximately  $8.2  million  per  year. 

However,  no  cash  would  be  required  since  the  City's  Retirement  System 
currently  has  a  large  surplus.  While  the  cost  of  this  proposal  would  reduce 
that  surplus,  the  City  nonetheless  should  not  be  required  to  make  employer 
contributions  to  the  Retirement  System  for  at  least  the  next  ten  years.  The 
Amendment  also  provides  that  if  the  City  is  required  to  make  employer 
contributions  to  the  Retirement  System,  the  City  will  negotiate  a  cost- 
sharing  agreement  with  the  police  officers  and  firefighters  to  cover  all  or 
part  of  the  cost  of  providing  the  additional  retirement  benefits  through 
employee  contributions. 

The  proponents  of  Proposition  H  included  many  prominent  civic  and  political  leaders  in  San 
Francisco  and  California.  The  proposition  was  passed  by  the  voters  in  the  November,  2002 
election. 

The  Chickens  Come  Home  to  Roost 
When  Proposition  H  was  passed  in  November  2002,  the  employer's  contribution  to  the 

•  28  i  * 

Police  and  Firefighters'  pension  plan  was  zero.  In  the  Cheiron  actuarial  valuation  report, 
the  unfunded  pension  liability  as  of  July  1,  2009,  for  Prop  H  was  approximately  $276 
million  ,  to  be  amortized  over  a  period  of  thirteen  years.  The  annual  amortization  of  the 
unfunded  pension  liability  for  the  next  thirteen  years  will  be  approximately  $26  million.  The 
City  and  Safety  employees  should  establish  an  arrangement  to  share  the  annual  cost. 

The  estimated  amount  of  the  employer's  contribution  in  fiscal  2010-11  will  be 
approximately  $39  million.  The  City  Controller  has  projected  that  the  employer's 
contribution  for  fiscal  2014-15  will  increase  to  approximately  $123  million. 

Proposition  H  mandated  (and  still  mandates)  two  critical  actions  on  the  part  of  the  employer 
(the  City)  and  employee  (Safety  personnel)  for  each  fiscal  year.  The  first  action  is  to 
determine  if  the  City's  contribution  rate  exceeds  0%.  If  the  City's  contribution  rate  does 
exceed  0%,  the  City  and  the  labor  unions  representing  Safety  employees  are  required  to 
"meet  and  confer"  for  the  purpose  of  implementing  a  "cost-sharing  arrangement."  The 
Charter  Amendment  (Proposition  H),  subsection  A8.595.ll  (e),  stipulates  that  "such 
arrangement  will  effect  a  material  reduction  of  the  cost  impact  of  employer's  contributions 
on  the  City's  general  fund." 


Note:  The  City  was  paying  the  Police  and  Firefighters'  employee  contributions  (7.5%)  through  fiscal  2002- 
03.  Since  fiscal  2003-04,  Firefighters  and  Police  have  been  responsible  for  paying  the  employee  contribution 
themselves. 

Cheiron  7/1/2009  Actuarial  Valuation  Report,  page  20. 
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The  City's  contribution  rate  has  exceeded  0%  for  fiscal  2004-05  to  the  current  fiscal  year. 
The  actual  and  projected  City  contributions  to  Police  and  Firefighter  pensions  for  the  same 
period  are  summarized  in  Table  2  below. 

The  Grand  Jury  interviewed  officials  in  the  City's  Department  of  Human  Resources,  the 
City  Attorney's  Office  and  the  San  Francisco  Employees  Retirement  System  and  examined 
the  Safety  employee's  Memoranda  of  Understanding  (MOU)  to  determine  if  the  provisions 
of  the  Charter  Amendment  subsection  A8.595.ll  (e)  were  complied  with.  In  the  course  of 
our  investigation,  some  City  officials  asserted  that  certain  concessions  were  made  by  Safety 
personnel  during  the  negotiations  for  amendments  to  the  MOU.  The  Grand  Jury  found  no 
concessions  that  resulted  in  a  "material  reduction"  of  the  cost  impact  on  the  City's 
contribution  rates. 

In  conclusion,  there  appears  to  be  no  evidence  that  the  City  and  Safety  employees' 
representatives  met  to  confer  on  a  material  pension  cost-sharing  arrangement  as  mandated 
by  the  Charter  Amendment.  Furthermore,  the  City  may  be  in  violation  of  the  law  by  not 
enforcing  the  City  Charter  Amendment  that  was  passed  by  the  voters  in  November  2002. 
The  Grand  Jury  estimated  that  the  cost  to  Safety  employees  under  a  50%  cost-sharing 
arrangement  for  FY  2004-05  through  FY  2008-09  would  have  been  approximately  $52 
million  (see  Table  2).  The  Grand  Jury  has  found  no  evidence  that  Safety  employees  have 
made  any  such  contributions.  The  City's  projected  contribution  rate  to  the  pension  plan  will 
increase  significantly  over  the  next  five  years. 

Table  2 


Employer  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco)  Contributions  ($  in  millions) 


Member  Plan 

2003-04 

2004-05 

2005-06 

2006-07 

2007-08 

2008-09 

Total 

Firefighter  Plan 

$6 

$10 

$10 

$9 

$9 

44 

Police  Plan 

8 

13 

13 

13 

13 

60 

Total 

14 

23 

23 

22 

22 

104 

50%  cost  share 

$7 

$12 

$12 

$11 

$11 

52 

Source:  SFERS  Annual  Report  for  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2008 


PENSION  SPIKING 

Pension  Spiking  is  an  end-of-career  promotion  or  an  excessive  raise  to  increase  or  "spike" 
workers'  final  pensionable  income  during  the  last  year  of  employment.  During  the  final  year 
of  employment,  a  worker  is  often  elevated  to  a  higher  position  and  the  employer  is  required 
to  pay  higher  compensation  under  the  principle  of  "like  work,  like  pay." 

The  amount  of  a  retiree's  pension  is  often  based  upon  the  final  year's  compensation. 
Therefore,  it  has  been  possible  for  some  soon-to-be  retired  employees  to  increase  their  final 
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pensionable  income  for  the  purpose  of  inflating  their  retirement  benefits.  For  San  Francisco 
employees  hired  before  November  1976  (Old  Plan  members),  overtime  pay  is  included  in 
the  final  year's  pensionable  income,  but  for  New  Plan  member  (hired  after  November, 
1976)  overtime  pay  is  not  included.  The  Jury  found  instances  of  nursing  supervisors  being 
allowed  to  have  two  concurrent  jobs  and  earn  pensions  on  both,  sometimes  referred  to  as 
pension-pyramiding. 

Certain  pay  enhancements  have  been  determined  to  be  included  or  not  included  in  final 
pensionable  pay  by  City  Charter  and  Memoranda  of  Understanding  (MOUs)3  negotiated 
between  the  City  and  the  unions.  In  addition,  a  2006  lawsuit31  involving  Safety  employees 
and  the  San  Francisco  Employees  Retirement  Board  clarified  some  issues.  From  the  MOUs 
and  the  2006  litigation,  the  following  elements  are  either  included  or  excluded  from 
pensionable  earnings: 


Included  

Canine  pay 

Training  pay 

Motorcycle  pay 

Retention  pay 

Paramedic  License  pay 

Paramedic  Clinical  Assignment  pay 

Terrorism  Response  Training  pay 

Experienced  Officer  Incentive  pay 

Field  Training  pay 

Bomb  Squad/SWAT  Team  pay 


Not  included 

Holiday  pay 

On  Call  Premiums 

Night  Shift  Differential  pay 

Bilingual  pay 

Hazardous  Materials  pay 

Emergency  Medical  Technician  pay 

Apparatus  Operator  pay 

Unused  sick  and  vacation  pay 


Any  serious  pension  reform  measure  must  address  the  problem  of  pension  spiking. 

The  following  example  is  used  to  illustrate  the  cost  of  pension  spiking: 

For  a  Safety  employee  with  25  years  of  service,  an  increase  in  pensionable  income  of,  say, 
$10,000  will  have  the  effect  of  increasing  the  pension  by  $7,500  annually  for  life  ($10,000  x 
25  x  3).  For  a  55-year-old  retiree  with  a  life  expectancy  of  29.6  years  (from  IRS  longevity 
tables),  and  assuming  an  interest  rate  of  7.75%,  then  the  present  value  of  this  benefit  is 

$86,152.32 

San  Francisco's  2008-2009  Grand  Jury  report  found  that  the  "practice  of  pension  spiking 
may  be  institutionalized  and  ongoing  within  San  Francisco's  Safety  employees,  especially 
the  Fire  Department.  Approximately  25%  of  Safety  personnel  that  retired  in  the  last  ten 
years  received  an  increase  of  10%  or  greater  in  their  last  year  prior  to  retirement.  For  just  the 


See  MOU's  for  Police  and  Fire  in  http://www. sfdhr.org/index. aspx?page=54 
1  See  Les  Adams,  et  al.  v.  Retirement  Board  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  et  al.  Case  3  301634 
Filed  in  Superior  Court  on  March  9,  2006 
See  online  calculator  to  compute  Present  Value 

http://www.engineeringtoolbox.com/discrete-payments-compounding-formulas-d_1234.html 
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ten-year  period  of  1998  to  2008,  the  Jury  estimates  that  spiking  will  cost  active  members  of 
SFERS  and  the  City  at  least  $132  million."33 

The  current  Grand  Jury  examined  the  Safety  retirees  for  the  fiscal  year  2008-09  and  the  ten 
months  ended  April  30,  2010.  The  total  number  of  retirees  during  this  period  was  134  and 
107  for  Police  and  Fire,  respectively. 

A  10%  or  greater  increase  in  a  retiree's  hourly  pensionable  rate  over  the  hourly  wage  rate  in 
any  given  year  was  used  to  identify  possible  pension  spiking.  The  Jury  found  few  instances 
of  pension  spiking  among  Police  retirees  for  the  period.  However,  seventy  one  Firefighter 
retirees  received  a  10%  or  more  increase  in  pension  income  in  their  final  year  before 
retirement.  This  represented  approximately  68%  of  the  total  number  of  Firefighters  who 
retired  during  the  period. 

The  current  Jury  examined  the  Miscellaneous  (non-Safety  employees)  retirement  records  of 
6615  retirees.  The  incidence  of  apparent  pension  spiking  was: 

•  371  or  8%  of  the  4559  New  Plan  retirees; 

•  639  or  31%  of  the  2056  Old  Plan  retirees. 

The  difference  may  reflect  the  legacy  of  overtime  pay  being  included  in  pensionable 
compensation  for  Old  Plan  retirees. 

SFERS  BOARD  MEETINGS 
Absent  Public  Voice 

The  Jury  attended  nine  of  the  SFERS  board  meetings.  The  board  typically  "meets  once  a 
month  to  review  and  approve  important  elements  of  Retirement  System  business."35  The 
Retirement  Board  is  composed  of  seven  members:  three  elected  by  active  members  of  the 
bargaining  units  (Police,  Fire  and  Miscellaneous);  three  appointed  by  the  Mayor  in 
accordance  with  §12.100  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Charter;  and  one  by  the  President  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors.36 

In  attending  the  monthly  Board  meetings,  the  Jury  noticed  the  lack  of  attendance  of  certain 
members  of  the  board.  One  of  three  commissioners  representing  the  public  has  not  been 
appointed  by  the  Mayor  for  at  least  six  months.  Another  resigned  May  17,  2010.  The 
attendance  of  one  of  the  remaining  two  public  commissioners  was  spotty,  about  half  of  the 


See  the  2009  SF  Civil  Grand  Jury  Report:  "Pensions:  Beyond  Our  Ability  to  Pay" 
34  The  Grand  Jury  spreadsheet  analysis  of  pension  spiking  is  based  on  SFERS  data  on  Firefighter  retirees. 

35 

SFERS  Annual  Report  for  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2008:  "The  Retirement  Board  ...  oversees  Plan 
administration,  pension  fund  investment,  member  benefits,  and  actuarial  funding.  Within  the  scope  of  their 
duties,  the  Board  establishes  policies  governing  the  administration,  management,  and  operation  of  the 
retirement  plans;  manages  the  investment  of  the  Retirement  System's  assets;  reviews  and  approves  benefit 
determinations;  and  approves  actuarial  and  economic  assumptions  used  to  meet  long-term  benefit  promises 
of  the  SFERS  Pension  Plan." 
"  SFERS  Annual  Report  for  Fiscal  Year  Ended  June  30,  2008 
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Attendance  by  SFERS  Board  Members 


15  meetings  July  14,  2009  through  June  8,  2010 

ATTENDANCE 

ELECTED  BY  THE  MEMBERSHIP  UNIONS 

Casciato  (Police) 

80% 

Driscoll  (Fire) 

87% 

Meiberger  (Miscellaneous),  retired 

93% 

PUBLIC  MEMBERS  APPOINTED  BY  THE  MAYOR 

Peterson  (resignation  effective  5/17/2010) 

93% 

Wright 

53% 

Kim  (resignation  effective  Sept.  16,  2009) 

80% 

BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

Elsbernd,  Ex-officio  member 

100% 

Source:  SFERS  minutes  httpV/www.sfers.org/index.aspxVpage^S? 


meetings.  Attendance  is  particularly  important  for  the  public  members  of  the  Board  because 
they  represent  the  voice  of  the  people.  With  two  of  the  three  public  commissioner  positions 
vacant  and  the  second  public  commissioner  present  about  half  of  the  time,  the  people  are  not 
being  heard. 

PENSION  REFORM  ALTERNA TIVES 
Current  Employees  versus  New  Hires 

States  have  begun  to  make  a  number  of  changes  -  primarily  for  new  hires  -  as  it  is  difficult 
for  most  states,  as  in  California,  to  change  pensions  for  current  employees  or  retirees.  Most 
have  a  state  constitution  contract  clause  that  mirrors  the  Federal  language.  For  example, 
Article  I,  section  9  of  the  California  constitution  provides,  in  part,  "A... law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts  may  not  be  passed." 

While  the  very-much-needed  and  justifiable  formula  reductions  and  increases  in  the 
retirement  age  for  new  employees  would  be  a  good  start,  it  would  do  next  to  nothing  to 
address  the  dire  financial  condition  San  Francisco  faces  in  the  next  few  years  with  its  rising 
pension  costs  and  unfunded  liabilities,  as  opposed  to  twenty  to  thirty  years  into  the  future 
when  the  savings  from  changes  applicable  only  to  new  employees  will  materialize  (such  as 
San  Francisco's  recently-passed  Proposition  D  which  uses  for  pensionable  income  a  two- 
year  average  instead  of  one  year,  and  increases  from  7.5%  to  9%  the  Safety  employees' 
contribution  to  the  pension  fund). 
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In  fact,  as  Girard  Miller  ,  Pension  Consultant  and  Commentator,  emphasized  in  his  April 

38  • 

22,  2010,  address  to  the  California  State  Legislature,  there  is  evidently  no  other  way  to 
assure  sustainable  finances  for  retirement  plans  without  amending  the  State's  constitution  to 
restore  the  right  of  the  people's  elected  representatives  to  change  future  benefits  for 
incumbent  employees  if  they  have  become  unaffordable  or  to  allow  local  voters  to  approve 
taxes  to  fulfill  these  obligations. 

What  Other  States  Are  Doing 

Some  states  are  doing  a  far  better  job  than  others  of  managing  this  bill  coming  due.  In  2000, 
slightly  more  than  half  the  states  had  fully  funded  pension  systems.  By  2006,  that  number 
had  shrunk  to  six  states.  By  2008,  only  four — Florida,  New  York,  Washington  and 
Wisconsin  — could  make  that  claim. 

Many  states  have  made  recent  changes  in  their  pension  systems,  as  reported  by  The  Pew 
Center  on  the  States  2010.  9  Illinois  has  passed  a  landmark  law  which  requires  new 
employees  to  wait  until  age  67  (previously  62)  to  receive  full  retirement  benefits,  and  puts  a 
ceiling  on  pensionable  income  equal  to  the  Social  Security  earnings  cap  (now  $106,800)  to 
curb  pension  spiking  and  pension-pyramiding  (collecting  pensions  from  simultaneous 
government  jobs).40  It  sets  a  new  standard  for  public  pension  plans  that  San  Francisco 
should  seriously  consider. 

Some  states  now  have  either  DC  or  hybrid  plans,  including  Alaska,  Georgia,  New  Jersey, 
Oregon  and  Utah.  Alaska,  Georgia,  and  Oregon  fundamentally  restructured  their  retirement 
provisions,  replacing  traditional  DB  plans  with  alternatives.  Alaska  created  new  plans  for 
teachers  and  public  employees.  Georgia  and  Oregon  enacted  hybrid  programs  that  combined 
traditional  DBs  with  DC  plans.  New  Jersey  has  curbed  pension-pyramiding  by  requiring  that 
pensions  be  collected  from  only  one  job  in  their  statewide  system.  Utah  will  replace  its 
present  DB  plans  (for  future  enrollment)  as  of  July  201 1,  to  be  replaced  by  a  system  which 
will  give  future  employees  a  choice  between  a  DC  plan  and  a  combination  of  DB  and  DC 
plans. 


V.  CONCLUSION 

This  report  is  a  warning  of  a  deepening  crisis  in  the  City's  financial  condition.  The  urgency 
of  the  problem  requires  that  the  Mayor,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  City  employees  and 
citizens  work  together  to  address  and  resolve  this  problem.  We  cannot  wait. 


Girard  Miller  is  the  Public  Money  columnist  for  GOVERNING,  and  also  a  senior  strategist  for  the  PFM 
Group. 

http://www.lhc.ca.gov/studies/activestudies/pension/Public_Notice_04-22-10%20-%20revised.pdf 

http://www.ncpers.org/Files/pew_final_embargoed.pdf 

http://www.governing.com/authors/Girard-Miller.html 
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VI.      FINDINGS  &  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Findings 

Recommendations 

A.   San  Francisco  Pension  Plan 

Al.  San  Francisco's  Defined  Benefit  Plan 
retirement  benefits  are  financially 
unsustainable  without  significant  cutbacks 
in  jobs  and  city  services. 

Al .  The  San  Francisco  City  Charter  should 
be  amended,  as  follows: 

For  new  employees,  the  pension  multiplier 
should  be  set  at  a  level  to  provide  fiscally 
sound  future  pensions  -  fair  to  employees 
and  taxpayers  alike. 

For  new  Miscellaneous  employees,  the 
retirement  age  to  receive  full  benefits 
should  be  comparable  to  that  of  Social 
Security  and/or  private  sector  recipients, 
and  be  fair  to  employees  and  taxpayers 
alike. 

The  Jury  recommends  that  City  officials 
consider  a  hybrid  retirement  plan  with 
components  of  both  Defined  Benefit  and 
Defined  Contribution,  401(k)-type,  in  the 
next  negotiated  contract  in  2012. 

No  cost-of-living  or  other  increase  should 
be  awarded  to  retirees  unless  the  pension 
fund  is  found  through  a  multi-year  analysis 
to  be  actuarially  sound  and  fully  funded. 

SFERS  and  actuaries  for  the  City  should 
research  other  public  and  private  sector  data 
to  determine  fair  pension  benefits  and  the 
results  should  be  reported  at  SFERS  board 
meetings  and  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to 
lead  to  a  sustainable  plan. 

A2.  For  current  employees  and  retirees, 
pension  benefits  are  guaranteed  by  City 
Charter  and  protected  by  Federal  and  State 
constitutional  provisions  prohibiting 
impairment  of  contract. 
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Findings 

Recommendations 

B.    Pension  Costs 

B 1 .  The  City' s  pension  and  health  benefit 
costs  are  expected  to  increase  from 
approximately  $400  million  for  the  current 
fiscal  year  to  nearly  $1  billion  in  five 
years,  a  billion-dollar  bubble  that  the  City 
cannot  realistically  afford. 

Bl .  The  Mayor  and  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  should  prepare  a  plan  within 
the  next  year  to  fund  the  projected  $1 
billion  in  pension  costs. 

Current  pension  rules  are  producing  an 
ever-increasing  employer  contribution 
rate,  from  0%  in  2004,  to  9.49%  in  2010 
and  to  30%  by  2015.  This  will  impact  the 
General  Fund,  and  could  make  it  very 
difficult  for  the  City  to  sustain  funding  for 
nolice  and  fire  nuhlic  health  human 
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services,  cultural  and  artistic  programs.  It 
will  disproportionately  affect  the  poor  and 
the  needy,  and  tax  the  middle  class. 

B2.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources 
and  SEIU  Local  1021  entered  into  an 
agreement  that  Miscellaneous  employees 
would  pay  their  own  7.5%  contribution, 
and,  in  return,  the  base  wages  were 
increased  by  6%,  effective  July  1,  2010. 
There  was  no  actuarial  valuation  to 
estimate  the  resulting  nension  liability  for 
the  City.  This  agreement  resulted  in  a 
substantial  increase  in  pension  obligations 
for  the  City  without  voter  approval. 

B2.  The  Department  of  Human  Resources 
(DHR)  should  not  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  employee  unions  which  increase 
the  City's  future  pension  obligations 
without  voter  approval. 

DHR  should  engage  the  City's  professional 
/\ciuary  10  investigate  any  increase  in 
pensionable  compensation. 

B3.  2,384  retirees  receive  pensions  greater 
than  $75,000. 

B3.  DHR  should  compare  the  retirement 
benefits  in  other  California  cities  to 
determine  whether  the  pension  benefits  are 
excessive.  The  results  should  be  reported  to 
the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors. 
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Findings 

Recommendations 

C.    Proposition  H:  Police  & 
Firefighter  Retirement  Plan 

C 1 .  Proposition  H,  passed  by  voters  in 
2002,  requires  that  if  the  City's 
contribution  rate  to  the  pension  fund 
exceeds  0%,  then  the  City  and  the  Safety 
employee  unions  must  "meet  and  confer" 
to  implement  a  "cost-sharing"  arrangement 
to  reduce  the  cost  impact  of  the 
employer's  contributions  on  the  City's 
General  Fund.  The  City's  contribution  rate 
has  exceeded  0%  for  fiscal  2004-05  to  the 
present. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is 
not  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  City  Charter  resulting  from  the  passage 
of  Proposition  H.  There  have  been  no 
"meet  and  confer"  sessions  to  establish  a 
"cost-sharing"  arrangement. 

The  City  Attorney  has  not  mandated  that 
the  SFERS  Board  comply  with  these 
requirements  of  the  Charter  Amendment 
resulting  from  Proposition  H. 

CI.  The  City  Attorney  should  initiate  legal 
action  against  the  SFERS  Board  to  enforce 
the  requirements  of  the  Charter  amendment 
to  "meet  and  confer"  and  "cost-sharing" 
provisions  of  Proposition  H,  as  stipulated  in 
Charter  §  A8.595- 1  1  (e). 

The  Jury  recommends  that  the  City 
Attorney  and  /or  his  representatives  present 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  SFERS 
Board  the  following  documents  regarding  § 
A8. 595-1  1  (e)  of  the  City  Charter: 

1.  A  legal  opinion  on  the  charter  section. 

2.  Documentation  regarding  the  dates  and 
times  that  the  City  and  the  Police  and 
Firefighters  unions  met  to  confer  and  to 
implement  a  cost-sharing  arrangement  as 
required  in  the  section. 

3.  A  legal  opinion  regarding  fiduciary 
duties  of  the  SFERS  Board  to  comply 
with  it. 

4.  A  legal  opinion  regarding  SFERS  duty 
to  revise  the  Safety  employee 
contribution  rate  to  comply  with  the 
Charter  section. 

5.  A  legal  opinion  regarding  possible 
remedies  to  enforce  compliance. 

C2.  The  unfunded  pension  liability  for 
Proposition  H  as  of  July  1,  2009,  was 
approximately  $276  million41,  amortized 
over  thirteen  years  to  about  $26  million 
annually. 

C2.  The  City  and  Safety  employees  should 
establish  an  arrangement  to  share  the  annual 
$26  million  cost  as  required  by  the  City 
Charter 

41  Cheiron  7/1/2009  Actuarial  Valuation  Report,  page  20. 
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Findings 

Recommendations 

D.    Pension  Spiking 

Dl .  The  soon-to-be  retired  have  been 
able  to  increase  final  pensionable 
compensation  to  inflate  retirement 
benefits. 

The  Jury  found  instances  of  nursing 
supervisors  being  allowed  to  have  two 
concurrent  jobs  and  earn  pensions  on  both, 
sometimes  referred  to  as  pension- 
pyramiding. 

Dl.  San  Francisco  should  take  steps  to  curb 
abuses  from  pension  spiking  by  limiting  the 
final  pensionable  income  an  employee  can 
claim  at  retirement  and  from  pension- 
pyramiding.  The  Jury  suggests  the 
following: 

•  Use  a  three-year  average  to  determine 
pensionable  income,  similar  to  Federal 
rules. 

•  Limit  final  pensionable  compensation  to 
120%  of  the  rank  pay  rate  as  determined 
by  Civil  Service  job  classification. 

•  The  Controller  should  perform  an 
independent  review  of  pensions  to 
determine  whether  the  practice  of  pension 
spiking  is  ongoing. 

•  Disallow  employees  from  drawing 
pensions  rrom  two  simultaneous  City 
jobs. 

•  Pensionable  compensation  should  not 
include  pay  for  two  separate  pay  types, 
known  as  pension-pyramiding. 

E.    Health  Benefits 

El.  For  current  employees  and  retirees, 
health  benefits  are  "vested"  after  10  years. 

Unlike  pensions,  health  benefits  for  most 
City  workers  are  not  pre-funded,  but  are 
paid  directly  out  of  the  City's  General 
Fund.  In  2001,  the  City  expended  $17 
million  on  retiree  health  care.  By  2007, 
that  amount  had  grown  to  $130  million 
and  continues  to  rise.  Mercer  Consulting 
reported  on  June  30,  2008,  that  the  City's 
unfunded  liability  for  retiree  health 
benefits  was  $4  billion. 

El.  Department  of  Human  Resources  and 
collective  bargaining  units  should  meet  and 
confer  to  determine  a  cost-sharing 
arrangement  to  pre-fund  the  $4  billion 
unfunded  liability  for  retiree  health  care 
obligations. 
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Findings 

Recommendations 

F.     SFERS  Board  Meetings 

Fl .  There  are  seven  SFERS  board 
members:  three  are  elected  by  the 
members;  three  are  appointed  by  the 
Mayor;  and  the  seventh  Commissioner 
comes  from  the  ranks  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  One  of  the  three  public 
members  has  not  been  appointed  for  at 
least  six  months. 

Fl .  The  Mayor  needs  to  appoint  two 
Commissioners  to  represent  the  public's 
interest. 

F2.  Minutes  of  the  SFERS  board  meetings 
record  attendance  of  the  board  members. 
When  the  members  representing  the  public 
are  absent,  the  interest  of  the  public  is 
eroded. 

F2.  It  is  important  for  the  public 
Commissioners  appointed  by  the  Mayor  to 
attend  the  Board  meetings.  They  should 
attend  regular  monthly  Board  meetings  or 
resign. 

VII.       REQUEST  FOR  RESPONSE 

Responses  to  the  findings  and  recommendations  in  this  report  are  required  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  and  city  offices  and  departments  in  accordance  with  the  following  list  and  state 
law.10  Responses  are  to  be  in  writing  and  addresses  to  the  Honorable  James  McBride, 
Presiding  Judge,  Superior  Court  of  California,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San 
Francisco  Civil  Center  Courthouse,  400  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  94102. 


Board  of  Supervisors: 

90  days 

Office  of  the  Mayor: 

60  days 

Office  of  the  City  Attorney: 

60  days 

Office  of  the  Controller  : 

60  days 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

60  days 

Office  of  Human  Resources; 

60  days 

San  Francisco  Retirement  Board: 

60  days 
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APPENDIX  C 
The  $100  K  Club 

See  California  Pension  Reform  website:  http://www.californiapensionreform.com/ 
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6/11/20101 1:37  AM  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 
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Assistant  Deputy  Chief  II 

rinr 

rlKb 

ft/1  o/onrivi 
o/i  y/zuu^+ 

SR 
OK 

1  7£  fi^ft 

30 

Deputy  v_nier  111 

CR 
OK 

1  7  A  A  ACS 

1  /  0.44U 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

rlKb 

q/7  nnr\Q 

o/ //iiuuy 

SR 
OK 

31 

r\ssisidni  ^nici  ui  ucpanmeni 

FIPF 

r  IKt 

1 0/1 1  /onn^ 
i  z/ 1  I  /4CUU0 

CD 
OK 

174,081 

32 

Deputy  cruet  ill 

KULlOb 

O  M  *7  /Ortft  -1 

0/1  A/ZULlI 

CD 
OK 

1  f  Z,Zoo 

31 

Department  Head  V 

r\  n  i  c  a  ai  r> 

i  /o  /on  -i  A 

i/y/zu  I  U 

CD 
OK 

474  QnC 

1/1  ,oUo 

39 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

rinr 

rlKb 

im/onn  a 

CD 
OK 

iby.oib 

30 

tMo  oecnon  Lniei 

CI  D  C 

rlKb 

o/^o/^UUo 

SR 

OK 

1  ftQ 

i  oy  ,ooo 

31 

f\ m  mci  n  /Hot*  11 

v^oninianucr  ui 

pAi  ire 

CR 
OK 

1  cq  101 
i  oy ,  1 0 1 

33 

ft  lN//\ 

MloO  ULU 

SR 
OK 

4  CO  QQC 

1 00,  yoo 

34 

PQntQ  i        T  T  1 

L-apiain  111 

DA|  ipc 
r  ULIU  t 

l/D/zUUo 

SR 

1P.fi  790 

I  OO,  /  £\i 

35 

I~^pr"\iit~\/  r^tiipf  Of  Hpnd  rtmpnt 
L/CL/UIY   V^IIICI  \Jl  L/CUcLl  Ullclll 

FIRF 

7/1 1  /1  QQft 

SR 
OK 

1  CC  C\A~I 
I  00,U4  / 

31 

IVIloU  ULU 

0/9  Q/1  QQO 

d.ic.01 1  yy  0 

SR 
OK 

4  CP.  QA9 

i  oo.yoz 

36 

L-apidin  111 

POI  \C*z: 

7/ofl/onn7 
/ /zo/zuu  / 

CR 
OK 

ICC  A  Q7 

ibo,i  y/ 

34 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

rinr 

rlKb 

1/1  0/1  QQC 

1/1 0/1  yyo 

in 
IU 

1o4,o41 

33 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

rinr 

rlKb 

CD 
OK 

1  C  vl  CO  1 

1b4,ozl 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

rinr 

rlKb 

1  /1  Q  /On  A O 
1/1  O//UUO 

in 
IU 

163,944 

33 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

riDr 

MKb 

1/o/^UUo 

in 

IU 

1  CO  Q/1  A 

lbo,y44 

33 

iCM/  A 

rinr 

r  IKt 

Q/1  /1  QQO 

y/ 1/ 1  yy  ^ 

in 

IU 

1  CO  Q  1  Q 
lOO.Ol  O 

30 

^apidin  111 

DA|  IPC 

r  ULIU  t 

11/17  /onov 
l  I  /  I  /  /zuu  / 

SR 
OK 

1  CO  CC7 
1  00,00  / 

32 

/\bbibidni  v^nici  ui  L'cpciriiTicni 

r  IKt 

SR 
or\ 

1fi1  Ren 
I  O  I  ,00U 

33 

A  ccict;>nt        nipf  Of  1  1  o  r\  a  rrm  ont 

/Abbii>id.ii i  v^nici  ui  Lycpdrirncru 

FIRF 
r  IKt 

9/1  ft/9nn*^ 

Z/  I  0/ £.KJ\J  O 

SR 

160,498 

36 

Commander  III 

POLICE 

3/13/2004 

SR 

160,216 

29 

Nursing  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

9/12/2009 

SR 

159,708 

39 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

4/20/1996 

SR 

159,393 

28 

Note-  "N/A  "  -  iin->hl>-  tn  tisroi-toin  Inh  Titlp 
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6/1  i/zuiui  1:37  am  $1U0K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

#N/A 

FIRE 

5/7/1988 

SR 

158,779 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/27/20O9 

SR 

158,404 

31 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

7/4/1992 

SR 

157,288 

29 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1/20/1996 

SR 

157,031 

31 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1/20/1996 

SR 

157,031 

30 

Deputy  Chief  III 

POLICE 

1/20/1999 

SR 

155,523 

29 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

3/21/1987 

SR 

155,412 

33 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

7/12/20O8 

SR 

155,280 

37 

Assistant  Chief  Attorney  II 

MISC  OLD 

5/19/20O7 

SR 

155,014 

38 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

2/20/201  0 

SR 

154,483 

38 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

4/1/1986 

SR 

154,454 

30 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

1/15/20O5 

SR 

153,732 

32 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

1/15/20O5 

SR 

153,045 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/7/2007 

SR 

152,598 

33 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/14/20O7 

SR 

152,598 

33 

Assistant  Deputy  Chief  II 

FIRE 

7/1/2006 

SR 

151,302 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/19/20O7 

SR 

151,211 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/12/20O7 

SR 

151,211 

36 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/5/2007 

SR 

151,211 

33 

Captain,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

1/13/20O7 

SR 

151,189 

32 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

7/10/20O4 

SR 

151,083 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/2/2006 

ID 

150,564 

32 

Captain,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

11/16/2006 

ID 

150,541 

38 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

4/23/20O5 

SR 

150,076 

33 

Deputy  Chief  111 

POLICE 

4/15/20O4 

ID 

149,437 

24 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

2/6/1988 

SR 

149,076 

30 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

3/13/2004 

SR 

148,960 

32 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

7/2/2003 

SR 

148,960 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/20/20O6 

ID 

147,878 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/28/2006 

SR 

147,878 

31 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

3/28/1992 

SR 

147,476 

36 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/2008 

SR 

147,003 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/2008 

SR 

146,992 

31 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1/11/1986 

SR 

146,775 

34 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1/8/1986 

SR 

146,775 

31 

Commander  III 

POLICE 

4/10/2004 

SR 

146,328 

30 

Assistant  Deputy  Chief  II 

FIRE 

7/17/2004 

SR 

146,294 

29 

Lieutenant,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

3/2/201 0 

SR 

146,131 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/8/2006 

ID 

145,821 

30 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

6/29/2003 

ID 

145,715 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/20/2008 

SR 

145,392 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/7/2005 

ID 

145,203 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/2/2005 

SR 

145,203 

30 

Head  Attorney,  Civil  And  Criminal 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2008 

SR 

144,970 

38 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

12/29/1988 

ID 

144,540 

31 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1/16/1984 

SR 

144,540 

30 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

1/7/2003 

SR 

143,906 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/21/2005 

SR 

143,249 

31 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

1/6/200O 

SR 

143,241 

30 

Assistant  Chief  Attorney  II 

MISC  OLD 

5/5/2007 

SR 

143,125 

35 

Special  Assistant  XVIII 

MISC  OLD 

7/19/2003 

SR 

143,106 

33 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/15/2005 

SR 

142,934 

30 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

11/11/1989 

SR 

142,611 

29 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/5/2007 

SR 

142,367 

34 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/11/20101  1:37  am  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType 

Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Rartnlinn  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/25/20O4 

ID 

142,336 

31 

Rartnlinn  Chief  (Fire  Denartment) 

LJCl  K ICl  1  1  \J  I  1           I  I  1  C  I  ,  \  1    ii  V  1 — '       VJ  C*  1  iniwiuy 

FIRE 

4/18/20O4 

SR 

142,336 

34 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/2/2004 

ID 

142,336 

37 

Contain    Division  Of  Trnininp 

FIRE 

2/7/2004 

ID 

142,307 

30 

Contain    Rnrean  Of  Fire* 

FIRE 

4/21/20O7 

ID 

142,254 

33 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Denartment) 

1  )  Cl  I L  Cl  I  1  V 1  1    V  -  1  1  1  ^_  1  ,  ^1   11  V  I — '  w  IJ  Cl  1  L  1  1  l  C  I  I  l  I 

FIRE 

4/25/2004 

ID 

142,243 

30 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Dpnartmentl 

LJ  CL  I  ICl  1  1  U  1  1    V_  1  1  1  C  1  ,  \l  11  V   L--'  V_  WCll  1 1  1  J  v  1  1 1  1 

FIRE 

1/25/20O5 

SR 

142,034 

31 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

Uul  ICl  1 1 U 1  1  ' — -  I  1  IV  i ,  v, 1  1 1  c  i — '  c-  t_y  Cl  I  1 1  1 1  c  i  1 1  I 

FIRE 

10/9/20O4 

SR 

142,034 

30 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Dpnartmentl 

LJ  cl  1 1  Cl  1  IU1 1  \_  1 1  I  v.  i ,  \i  1 1  \»  i — '  vpcii  1 1 1 1  c- 1 1 1  y 

FIRE 

9/14/20O4 

SR 

142,034 

31 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

L  J  Cl  1 1  Cl  1 1  U  I  1    V      I  i  I  L  I  ,  i_  i  u  V  i — *  c_.  l  7  Cl  I  i  i  i  i  v.  ii  i  i 

FIRE 

1/24/20O9 

SR 

141 ,864 

29 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

LJ  ill  ul  I  1  CJ  1  1           1  1  IV  1  (  V  1   ll  v  1 — '  *w  ly  ct  1  11 1  I  vllly 

FIRE 

6/29/20O3 

ID 

141 ,801 

37 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

LJ  cl  L I  cl  1 1 U 1 1    V^lll^l,  \\  ii  v    i  s  \~             i  i  j  i  c  i  i  i  I 

FIRE 

3/8/2003 

SR 

141 ,801 

31 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

LJ  tl  11  cl  1  1  U  I  1    V—lilvl,  V.  1   I'  *~    1---'  V—  L/  Cl  I  IMlLNlf 

FIRE 

1/9/2003 

SR 

141 ,801 

34 

Cantain    Division  Of  TVninint? 

FIRE 

1/10/20O3 

1  /    I  VJ/  (—  w  vJ  %J 

ID 

141 ,767 

33 

N/fanac7Pr 
MaiuLii    v  1 1 1 

MISC  NEW 

I'll  'J  \_/    1  1 1 —  V  V 

7/1/2009 

SR 

141 ,51 1 

31 

n m m n n H p r  III 

V    l  1  1  1  II  1  l  l  I  I  1  U  L.  1  111 

POLICE 

7/21/200  1 

SR 

141  352 

30 

Transit  inprvKor 

1  1  cl  1  1 >  1  I    OUUtl  V  1 JUI 

MISC  OLD 

IVIlvJU  ULU 

1/1/200S 

1  /    1  '  —  W  C7  V — > 

SR 

141 ,081 

34 

A<;<;i<itant  Denntv  Chief"  I 

FIRE 

1/18/2003 

ID 

140,402 

29 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Denartment) 

LJCl  1 1  Cl  1 1  U 1 1    V_  1  1  1 L  1  ,  \i  11  v    L-'^-LJCll  llllvlllj 

FIRE 

10/10/2003 

SR 

140,082 

29 

Accictant  Deni  1  tv  Oh  IP  f  T  I 

fiJJ  1 0  L&.1 1  I    L-'^UUIV   vlllvl  11 

FIRE 

9/27/20O3 

SR 

139  828 

1  J  J  ,  C >  i—  "J 

32 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/14/20O4 

SR 

139,753 

30 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

1  )  Ju     1  1  U  1  1    V.  1  1  1  c,  1  ,  11           i  '  v  )  '  i.  U  llllvlliy 

FIRE 

7/2/2004 

SR 

139  687 

1  -J  J  ,      C7  ' 

30 

Denntv  Director  V 

MISC  OLD 

1/21/201  0 

SR 

139  595 

39 

Denn  tv  C  h  i  eF 

POLICE 

1/16/1980 

SR 

139  537 

1  >J  Z>  ,  J  1 

32 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

LJ  Cl  L  L  Cl  1  1  \J  1  1    V  t  1  1  1  V*  1  ,  V, 1   11  v    IS  V-       Cll  I  I  1  1  C  I  H.  I 

FIRE 

3/29/2003 

ID 

139,437 

29 

Dirprtor  OF  Pnlire  Pwrh o Iopv 

POLICE 

7/2/2003 

SR 

1  39  345 

33 

"Niir^p  N/lanaopr 

MIST  Ol  D 

1/24/2009 

SR 

1 38  749 

39 

Rattalion  Chipf  (Firp  Df* oa rtmpnt) 

LJ  cl 1 1 cl  IIUll    V_-  1 1 1 1 1 ,  \l  11^    l     V—      Cl  1  L  1  1  1  L  1  1 1  / 

FIRE 

1/21/2003 

1/^1/  t-  \J  vJ  vJ 

ID 

1  JU,  JJi. 

29 

Rattalion  Chipf  CFire  De^partment) 

1_J  Cl  1 1  Cl  1  1  \J  I  1    V  .  1  1  1  L  1  ,  \  I  11  v.    1 — '  \—  1  '  Cll  1 1  1  1  v  i  1 1  1 

FIRE 

6/29/20O3 

SR 

1 38  51 5 

37 

Rattalion  Chipf  (Fire  Department) 

1_|  Cl  l  LCI  1  1  \J  1  1    V—  lllvl)  \  1  11  V        '  ^  1  '  Cll  llllvlliy 

FIRE 

1/6/2003 

SR 

1 38,407 

29 

Captain,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

7/5/2003 

SR 

138,319 

29 

Oenutv  Chief 

i  '  v  u  u  i  y  v — ^  1 1 1  v  i 

POLICE 

1/17/1986 

SR 

137,819 

28 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

l  J  Cl  I  Id  1 1  \J  1  1    v_  1  1  i  L  1  ,  \  i  ii  v  I — '      yj  Cll  llllvllly 

FIRE 

6/26/20O3 

C/  b \J/  b  V/  VJ  > — ' 

SR 

1 37,779 

29 

Cantain    TPire  Dpnartmeot^ 

V,   U  j.i  L  cl  1  1  1,    VI     \\\r    L.-".  ['ill  U  It  1 —  111  J 

FIRE 

2/4/201  O 

SR 

137  687 

33 

Firpfl  o\\  tpr 

1  11  VllglllVl 

FIRE 

3/1 1/201  O 

SR 

1 37  534 

31 

Rattalion  Chipf  (Firp  Department) 

LJ  Cl  I  \  Cl  1  IUI  1    \~y  1  i  1  L  1  ,  yi  11  1 — S  V_-  1 7  Cl  1  Llllvlliy 

FIRE 

6/22/2003 

SR 

1 37  528 

30 

Plertripal  In ^nertor 

ILLU  1      cl  1     111  JUIIIUI 

MISC  Ol  D 

IVHUU    W  L_  l_7 

3/21/2008 

SR 

137449 

37 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

Uiiiuti  iui  i   v  - 1  i  i \- 1 ,  \  i  ii1-  i — '  n--  \J a i  1 1  1 1 ^  1 1 1 ) 

FIRE 

3/8/2003 

SR 

1 36  497 

29 

Cant  a  i  n    R 1 1  rpan  Of  Fi  re 

V  cl  1.'  1  cl  1  1  1  ,    LJ  U  1  ttlu  Ul   1   11  C. 

FIRE 

2/3/2009 

SR 

1  JU,  J 

30 

I  ipiitpnant  rPnlirp  Department) 

Lj  1  V_  11  LV_  1  1  tl  1  1  L  ,          UllCV  U^LJCll  llllVlliy 

POLICE 

12/1 2/20O9 

SR 

1  JU ,  ^  -J  o 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

njj i o i cii 1 1  v  ■■  1 1 iv i  u i  uvl/ c-i i  iiuviu 

FIRE 

10/1/20O1 

ID 

1 36,147 

34 

1  ientpnant  III 

L_/  IV  U  ic,  1  1  Cll  1  I  111 

POLICE 

7/14/2007 

ID 

37 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/6/2003 

SR 

135  676 

1  J  J  j  w  1  -7 

28 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Police 

POLICE 

5/19/20O2 

SR 

135,481 

29 

Cantain  ITI 

Vw-  ■  1    M  .  1  1  M  111 

POLICE 

10/1/20O3 

SR 

IIS 1R1 

30 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  De*p?irtrnpnt) 

u  cl  l  id  1 1  u  1 1   v„  1 1  i  l  i ,  ii  lie  i_j  c^,  ij  cl  l  tiiiciii; 

FIRE 

fi/97/?n07' 

\Ji  £.  t  l  £-\i\J  I 

SR 

1Ti  D71 

1  OJ,Uf  1 

30 

Cantain   fF"irp  Dpnartment^ 

v- cl L/ L Cl  1 11,    VI    11  V  W.  .'ill  l  l  l  I  C,  1  I  l  I 

FIRE 

12/10/2009 

SR 

1  "\A  QR8 

I  JH,WO 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

I  l  JJI  J  C  Cl  I  1  I     V/  J  1  1  V  I    \J  1    i~f  V  17  C  I  I    11  11  Vl  11 

FIRE 

6/30/20O1 

SR 

1 34,891 

36 

Assistant  Ch ief Of  Dena rtment 

I\  JJlJlUlll    V  - 1  1  1 V/  1   U 1   LJ  V  LJ  Cl  1  L  1  1  1  V  1  1 1 

FIRE 

5/26/200 1 

ID 

1^4  ftQ1 

39 

Hear!  Attorney  Civil  And  Criminal 

1  I  V  CICJ    1   V  I  L  vJ  1  llv^y,  V^lVll    J   V  1  1  \_l    \  1  11111I1C11 

MISC  NEW 

1 VI 1  O  U  ML.  V  V 

4/3/201  O 

*T/  sj/      VJ  1  CJ 

SR 

1  0*T  ,  •Jsj'J 

32 

Rattalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

LJ  Cl  L  1  Cl  1  1  \J  1  1    \  y  11  IC  1 ,  11   UC/  J — '  V^.  VJ  Cll  LlllVlliy 

FIRE 

5/15/2004 

ID 

1 14  376 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

3/24/2001 

ID 

134,272 

30 

Manager  VII 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2008 

SR 

134,165 

38 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

6/19/2004 

ID 

133,939 

30 

Note:  "IN/A"  -  unable  lo  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/11/20101  i:37AM  $1 00K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

1    Qnt'j  i  t~%      T-<  1 1  rp  mi  lit  1*  1  f"£> 
UapialJl,  ouicdu  Wl  rlit. 

r  IKt 

in/1  fl  nnnc 

bR 

133,914 

OH 

^dpidin  in 

0/1  j/^UUd 

SK 

133,628 

9Q 

Lieutenant  III 

■i  a/-]  c/nnnQ 
\  U/l  D/^UUo 

CD 
OK 

1 33,027 

00 

Rpoictprpn  Miircp 
IVCglbLCI  CU  INUioC 

Mien  r\\  n 

CD 

1 32,978 

^4 

OH 

rrlN/  r\ 

r  IKt 

10/C/-I  QQQ 

ii/o/ 1  yyy 

IPl 

132,939 

?T 

A  cc  ictQ  r**  1"  f"n  ipt  (if  liAnci  i~t  m  pnt 
/Aoblo  Icll  1 1  UnlCl  Wl  UCLJal  LI  1 1CI1L 

Qi c.oi  iyyy 

CD 

•i  O  O    AO  A 

1 32,939 

OH 

A  cci  ctQ  n  "f"  In  ipf  (if  npHQ  r"t  m  Pnt 
/AoMzsLcil  1 1  UN1C1  Ul  UCya.1  UIlcIlL 

r  IKt 

11/11  /onnfl 
I  1/  I  I  /zuuo 

in 
IU 

1 32,669 

17 
o  / 

rrlN/ /V 

IVIIoL/  ULU 

D/zy/ 1  yy  i 

C  D 

132,339 

17 

yicp  r\\  n 

C  D 

132,159 

JO 

v^dpiain,  ^rilc  UCLJal  LIIlClll^ 

r  IKt 

fi/97/onno 

SR 

132,152 

11 

O  I 

Deputy  Chief 

nni  i r~ 

-i/ori/-toc~i-i 

i/2y/i  yy  i 

C  D 

on 

A  O  1  AOC 

1 32,036 

Uapid.II  1 ,         II C  UCLJaL  LI  1 1  CI  1 L  J 

PID  P 

r  IKt 

£/i  'innnQ 
D/ 1  o/zuuy 

CD 

oK 

131 ,598 

11 
O  I 

A  t~t r\rr~\      "\  /    / f"*n  / 1 1 /Prim  mih 

/Aiiorncy  ^uivii/uiiiiiiiiai ^ 

n^icp  ni  n 

D/OU/ZUU  / 

CD 

oK 

1 31 ,322 

Ifi 

JO 

Registered  Nurse 

IVUoU  ULU 

CD 

1 31 ,258 

1R 

L/epuiy  ^nici 

DAI  ||^P 

1/17/100^ 

1/1  // 1  you 

c  ri 

SR 

131,119 

Deputy  Chief 

rULlUt 

Z/l  o/i  you 

SR 

130,564 

97 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

b/b/i  yyy 

I  P\ 

IU 

130,510 

11 
00 

Assistant  ^niei  ui  ucpdnrncni 

PI  D  P 

rIKt 

z/zu/i  yyy 

SR 

130,509 

19 
0^ 

tivii  occiion  v,nici 

rinr 
r  IKt 

d/z  /  /zuuy 

SR 

130,442 

9A 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

1/^4/1  yy  o 

SR 

130,387 

19 
OZ 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

hIKh 

i/i  z/1  yy  o 

CO 

SR 

130,387 

11 
0  I 

captain  in 

rULlUt 

b/1 4/zUUo 

CD 

oK 

1 30,204 

9«; 

A  ccicto  r~\  ~t~   t1  niAi  li  T  II P  r\     i~i  m  pnt 

r\bsibid.nt  i^nici  wi  ucpdriincni 

PI  D  P 

r  IKt 

7/1  1  /1  QQ  A 

//i  i  / 1  yy  o 

C  D 

SK 

130,112 

19 

Oz. 

A  o  c  i  c        t-~»             h  lot  lit  IIP  r\  O  T~~t  rf  \  ont 

Assistant  v^nici  ui  uipdnmeni 

P  1  D  P 

r  IKt 

7/1  Q07 

(i\  d/  i  yy  / 

in. 
IU 

130,004 

14 
On 

/Assisiani  L-mci  ui  utpdrimcm 

P  1  D  P 

r  IKt 

/IMO/I  QQ7 

*j/i  z/i  yy  / 

ID 

129,643 

11 

0  I 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

rinr 

rIKt 

o/oi  /i  yyb 

c  n 
SR 

129,385 

in 
ou 

Associate  Engineer 

MlbU  ULU 

b/Zy/zUU  / 

SR 

129,146 

ii 

00 

Lieutenant,  Bureau  Of  Fire  Investigatior 

FIRE 

bloO/ZvO  / 

c  n 
SR 

129,064 

in 
ou 

Assistant  ^mei  ui  ucparxmeni 

CI  DP 

rIKt 

A/Ad/A  QQC 

4/i  D/i  yy  o 

ID 

128,764 

11 

0  1 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

rinr 
rIKt 

1/ii //i  yyb 

SR 

128,764 

in 

OVJ 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

rIKh 

o/zi/i  yyo 

in 
IU 

1 28,764 

1ft 
00 

^apialll,  v,r  lie  Ucpal  Ullclll^ 

PI  DP 
r  IKt 

7/1  nnnQ 
/  /  I  /zuuo 

CD 
OK 

128,  byfa 

30 

1   iPiltpnQnt  III 
1-lcULlIlaIH  111 

DPil  IPC 

7/1  /onno 
/ / 1  /^uuy 

CD 
OK 

ioo  /ion 
1 2o,4oy 

31 

#N/A 

IVIloU  ULU 

9/1  /9nn'^ 

CD 
OK 

1 2o,oo1 

36 

A  tlr^rn /  ( f"1 i\/il/r riminci  l  1 
■rYllUIIiC_y   t^^I V 11/  K^l  nil  Ilia  1 J 

IVIloU  ULU 

9/91  /9finQ 

£.}£.  i  /<iuuy 

C  ID 

SK 

128,293 

33 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

r~  i  r~)  r~ 

rIKb 

b/  1/^UUo 

ID 

128,174 

14 
OH 

Attorney  (Civil/Criminal) 

MlbO  NEW 

^  Ziyi  /iooo 

1/24/zuuy 

SR 

127,804 

1*i 
03 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

CIA  C  /O A OO 

SR 

127,774 

in 
ou 

ff[N/A 

■  m  1  o  /~"    li  ir"\  Al 

MISC  NEW 

1/8/2002 

CD 

127,606 

17 
0  / 

Lieutenant  III 

FULIL/b 

1/Zo/ZUUo 

SR 

127,257 

11 
oo 

Marine  Engineer  Of  Fire  Boats 

FIRE 

7/6/2007 

CD 

SK 

127,138 

19 
Oc. 

r  lrciignier 

rinr 

rIKb 

y/o/zuuy 

CD 

oK 

1 26,951 

9Q 

A  c  c  l  c      r~»  i~  tf    nipt  Attnrnp>\/  T 

Assistant  v  iiicL  rtuuniey  11 

mic/^  ni  n 
MloU  ULU 

7/1  /onnc; 
/ / 1  /ZUUD 

c  n 

SR 

126,937 

36 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

o/l  2/20UD 

c  r~> 
SR 

126,920 

ii 
oo 

Hpnnhf             iof  TIT 

uepury  t^mei  in 

rOLICb 

//D/200U 

i  n 
IU 

1 26,802 

11 

0  I 

1    ontQ  i  n      /  W  i rp  MPnurtm  o  n  t  "\ 

udpidin,  ^.rirc  ucpdriiiieni ) 

rIKb 

o/i  y/zuu  / 

SR 

126,785 

10 
ov 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

1/2/2008 

SR 

126,625 

in 
ou 

Head  Attorney,  Civil  And  Criminal 

MISC  OLD 

1/2/201 0 

SR 

126,478 

1/ 

04 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

12/1/1992 

ID 

126,450 

19 
OZ 

PT\/fC  C^c*  retain 

FIRE 

(2  ZO"7  HAAO 

6/27/2009 

SR 

126,238 

in 
ou 

Firefighter/Paramedic 

FIRE 

10/18/2009 

SR 

126,161 

9ft 

zo 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

12/14/1983 

SR 

125,910 

30 

Engineer/Architect  Principal 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2008 

SR 

125,840 

38 

Manager  VII 

MISC  OLD 

1/11/2009 

SR 

125,822 

33 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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(All/20101 1:37  AM  $  1 OOK  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

10/6/1 991 

ID 

125,820 

35 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

8/17/1991 

ID 

125,820 

35 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

8/1  5/1991 

ID 

125,820 

36 

I  ieutenant  II 

l      K  IKv  11  *.  k  111  Ill 

POLICE 

7/1  3/20O5 

SR 

125,690 

30 

I  ieutenant  II 

*  11  I V  1  1  CI  111  111 

POLICE 

7/9/2005 

ID 

125,690 

35 

Human  Resources  Director 

M1SC  NEW 

5/1  5/20O4 

SR 

125,627 

35 

Cantain    Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

6/28/20O3 

SR 

125,618 

29 

Snpri^l  *sprvictN  Officer 

FIRE 

8/22/20O9 

SR 

125,610 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/29/20O7 

SR 

125,602 

29 

1  ienten a nT  1 1 1 

L.  K  11  l  v.  1  1  CI  111  111 

POLICE 

4/1  9/20O4 

SR 

125,487 

33 

I  ieuten3.nl  III 

-  .  <-  1  l  CI  111  111 

POLICE 

8/1  9/20O3 

ID 

125,487 

34 

Cantain   f  Fire  Department^ 

\»  UL/IUHI,     \   1     II  V    L     Vl/Ul  llll  V  11  I  / 

FIRE 

7/1  5/20O6 

ID 

125,444 

32 

I  ieutenant  Bureau  Of  Fire 

1  -  1  \-       l  V.  1  1  CI  111.    LJ  Ul  VUU    W  k     I     1  1  V 

FIRE 

5/16/20O9 

SR 

125,426 

31 

Nurse  N/Ianaoer 

MISC  OLD 

5/22/20O8 

SR 

125,217 

37 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

3/1/2005 

ID 

125,215 

34 

I  ieutenant  II 

1     L  v  U  l  V  1  1  Ci  lit  til 

POLICE 

1/1  5/20O5 

ID 

125,215 

39 

Lieutenant  II 

1 — <  lv  U  IV  1  1  Ct  lit  111 

POLICE 

1/1 7/20O3 

ID 

125,181 

33 

TranQ  i f  ^si  i nprvicnr 

t  ICllIJlL    O  LI  L/v  1  V  \o\J\ 

misc  01  n 

1/24/2P.OQ 

SR 

125,162 

36 

Captain,  Bureau  Ot  Fire 

FIRE 

2/1/2003 

ID 

125  096 

32 

Canta in  III 

v  UUlull  1  111 

POLICE 

7/7/200  1 

ID 

124,939 

31 

I  ieutenant  II 

1    1  v  U  l  *v  1  1  U  1  II  111 

POLICE 

2/1 1/201  0 

SR 

124,807 

30 

F  irefi  p  h  ter/Pararned  ic 

1    11  W  1  1       1  1  L  v_  1/  1  UIUIIIVUIV 

FIRE 

3/7/2009 

SR 

124,791 

32 

Nursino  Supervisor 

1  i  Ul  Jill  _      -    '  Li  l.  n.  ■   >  IJVI 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2006 

SR 

124,746 

37 

Lieutenant  Rureau  Of  Fire 

L  .  IVUlVl  t  1.1  III,     \-i  Li  1  V  14  14    W  1      A      I  1  \v 

FIRE 

3/1/2006 

SR 

124,436 

32 

DeDutv  Chief  III 

l  -'  .  1.    Ll  l   >        \_    1  1  1L  I  111 

POLICE 

5/2/2004 

SR 

124,424 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Ot  Department 

FIRE 

9/16/1989 

ID 

124,229 

36 

Assistant  Chief  Ot  Department 

/  IJJlJl  L  1  I  1  I     V  1 1  1 V  1    V_/  1    1     V>  I     l-ll  11  1  1  V.  1  11 

FIRE 

711 3/1 989 

SR 

124,229 

36 

Fnoinppr/ Architect  Pnnrinal 

L  L  1  _  1  1  I  V_  l_  1  /  f\  1  VI 1 11  v  V  I   1  1  MIL  11  Ml 

MISC  OLD 

6/29/20O7 

SR 

124  157 

35 

("'nn^tri i c 1 1 nn  Insnpftor 

\-  Ulloll  U  v.  LIU1I  IJlJU^Liui 

MISC  OLD 

8/2/2003 

SR 

124,070 

47 

A <;<ii<;ta  nt  f^hipf  Of  Dppnrtfnpnf 

rijjlj  UU  1  I    V_  1 1  I  v  1  \J  I   i  '^|.  ul  Llllv.111 

FIRE 

7/6/1  993 

ID 

123  900 

29 

Cantain  III 

v    il           III  All 

POLICE 

8/1  /20OO 

SR 

1 23,873 

30 

Denntv  Chief  III 

L/V/LfUllV      V_    lllV.-  111 

POLICE 

3/31/20O1 

ID 

123  859 

29 

Battalion  Chief  (Fire  DenarTmenM 

t~J  UUUI  1  V_y  1  I    V_.  1 1 IV  1 ,  yi  ll  V    IS  VUC11  llllvllly 

FIRE 

8/1/2008 

SR 

123,849 

38 

Assistant  Chief  Attorney  I 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/1997 

SR 

123,820 

37 

Head  Attorney  Civil  And  Criminal 

MISC  OLD 

6/30/20O7 

SR 

123,819 

35 

Engineer/Architect  Principal 

MISC  OLD 

7/1 8/20O9 

SR 

123,810 

35 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

7/22/1991 

ID 

123,768 

43 

Nurse  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/20O9 

SR 

123,486 

35 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/18/1998 

SR 

123,472 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/1/2006 

ID 

123,202 

32 

Cantain   iTire  Department^ 

V_  UL/Ul  1  1  1  ,     t   1     1  1  L     L.-  LpUl  lill  VI  1  I  J 

FIRE 

4/1/2006 

ID 

123,202 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/28/2006 

ID 

123,202 

31 

Cantain    (Fire  Department^ 

V— -  UL/IUI  11.     11    ll  \>    I—  L   .  '.'I   ■  I  1  1  V  1  11  / 

FIRE 

1/28/20O6 

ID 

123,202 

30 

EMS  Captain 

FIRE 

1/14/2006 

SR 

123,202 

31 

Deputy  Director  V 

MISC  NEW 

1/30/20O4 

SR 

123,196 

22 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

2/15/20O3 

SR 

123,123 

33 

Assistant  Chief  Of  DeDartment 

i    1  JJIJ  IU  lit     \_,  1 1 1 V  1    V/  1    IV  V  k-i  L'  1   11  1  1  vlll 

FIRE 

10/1/1 988 

ID 

123,076 

32 

Fire  fie*  h  tpr/Parampdic 

1    11  V  1  1  &1  1  l  v  1     1  til  (11 1 1 VU  IV 

FIRE 

1 1/27/2009 

1    1  /  £—  I  t  £—  \J  \J  ZJ 

SR 

123,023 

31 

I  ieuten  a  n  f  1 1 

*  •  1  v  U  IL,  1  ■  CI  I  11  111 

POLICE 

9/1 1/20O4 

SR 

1 22,959 

36 

Lieutenant  HI 

1 — 1  1  v  U  l  v  1  1  1 1  lit  111 

POLICE 

7/31  /20O4 

SR 

1 22,959 

33 

Lieutenant  III 

■  —■  IV  U  IV,  1  1  CJ.  111  111 

POLICE 

7/1 7/2004 

SR 

122,959 

33 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

12/8/2008 

ID 

122,910 

34 

Captain  III 

POLICE 

7/10/1999 

ID 

122,683 

30 

Transit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

3/20/1999 

SR 

122,518 

28 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/11/201011:37  AM  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType 

Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Nurse  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/20O9 

SR 

122,378 

38 

Chief  Attorney  II  (Civil  And  Criminal) 

MISC  OLD 

3/28/1992 

SR 

122,255 

36 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

3/12/1988 

SR 

122,009 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/12/201  O 

SR 

121,941 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/25/20O9 

SR 

121,941 

30 

Commander 

POLICE 

4/15/1990 

SA 

121,312 

20 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/1/2006 

SR 

121,098 

28 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

12/31/2006 

SR 

121,028 

27 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/1/20O5 

ID 

120,967 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/6/2005 

ID 

120,967 

30 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/5/2005 

ID 

120,967 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/5/2005 

SR 

120,967 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/5/2005 

SR 

120,967 

31 

Lieutenant,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

7/30/2005 

SR 

120,933 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/1 1/2009 

SR 

120,685 

30 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

4/12/2003 

SR 

120,647 

34 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

2/1/2003 

SR 

120,647 

31 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

1/18/2003 

ID 

120,647 

32 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

1/18/2003 

ID 

120,647 

36 

Commander  111 

POLICE 

4/3/2004 

SR 

120,606 

27 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

7/25/1987 

SR 

120,578 

25 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

6/30/2007 

ID 

120,533 

30 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/8/2006 

SR 

120,245 

26 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

3/16/201  0 

SR 

120,239 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

3/7/1985 

ID 

120,199 

38 

Deputy  Director  Of  Public  Works 

MISC  OLD 

3/14/1992 

SR 

120,031 

38 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

1/25/2003 

SR 

1 19,998 

32 

Commander 

POLICE 

11/17/1992 

SR 

1 19,629 

29 

Treasurer 

MISC  OLD 

1/8/1998 

SR 

119,468 

38 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

1/9/2010 

SR 

119,262 

30 

Deputy  DirectorV 

MISC  OLD 

5/11/2002 

SR 

1 19,259 

36 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

6/30/2003 

SR 

1 19,237 

32 

Supervising  Pharmacist 

MISC  OLD 

1/9/201 0 

SR 

1 19,202 

36 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

8/12/2006 

ID 

1 19,152 

33 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

1/20/1984 

ID 

118,902 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/9/2002 

ID 

118,895 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/29/2002 

ID 

1 18,895 

32 

Commander 

POLICE 

5/16/1985 

SR 

118,877 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/11/2005 

ID 

118,808 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

12/31/1983 

SR 

118,787 

29 

Deputy  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

4/9/2005 

SR 

1 18,760 

31 

Nurse  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

1/21/2009 

SR 

118,742 

36 

Telecommunications  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/2009 

SR 

1 18,706 

36 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/9/2010 

SR 

118,639 

29 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/19/2004 

ID 

118,607 

31 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/6/2004 

SR 

118,607 

37 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/17/2004 

ID 

118,607 

30 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/23/2004 

SR 

118,607 

33 

EMS  Captain 

FIRE 

6/29/2004 

SR 

118,607 

30 

Lieutenant,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

5/24/2004 

ID 

1 18,566 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

ID 

1  1  U,JJ  1 

30 

Commander 

POLICE 

1/2/1993 

SR 

118,538 

29 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/6/2005 

SR 

118,511 

30 

Lieutenant  II 

POLICE 

5/29/2003 

SR 

118,407 

32 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/1 1/20 101  1:37  am  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

v^apidiii,  ^rnc  LytjJai  in  1  ci i \.) 

FIRE 

m/1  ^/?no4 

SR 

1 18,347 

30 

Xra  n  <s  1 1     1 1  nerv  ki  ir 

I  1  Ul I  3  1  I     i~J  14  L/vl  V  IjU  1 

MISC  OLD 

10/23/2004 

SR 

1 1 8,242 

38 

Qar(TpQnt  Til 

JtlgCulll  111 

POLICE 

SR 

1 18,166 

36 

Sptqp^ nf  II 

iJVl  gvlll  I  L  111 

POLICE 

8/23/20O8 

SR 

1 18,166 

33 

P'ant^in    fFire  Den^rtmpnt^ 

FIRE 

6/30/20O3 

ID 

1 1 8,164 

34 

V^apidlll,  yrilt  L/CUal  Ulldll^ 

FIRE 

l  /  1  \JI  £-  \J  L/  U 

SR 

1 18,164 

35 

Contain   ('Fire  Denartrnent) 

FIRE 

1/9/2003 

ID 

1 18,164 

33 

V^apidlll,   ^rltC  L/C  LAI  I  U  1  1  U  I  11 ) 

FIRF 

r  i  r\ci 

1/7/900^ 

I  /  /  '^'JU  o 

SR 

1 18,164 

33 

F I  rp>  ri  antpr 

r  ii  ci  1^,1 1  *-ci 

FIRF 

SR 

1 1 8,1 12 

28 

^_  UL.HU  I  1  1  ,    I  rllC  L/Cptu  u  1 1  C  1 1 1  J 

FIRF 

^/1  ^/9nn4 

ID 

1 1 R  nQS 

I   I  U  \J  -J 

30 

v^uiiiiiiciiiucr 

POI  IPF 

1                1  w7  <ZJ  \J 

or\ 

117  Q7R 

29 

i  raiibii  oupcrvisur 

IVIIOO  vJLU 

CD 

117  7QR 

39 

DdUdllOll  ^wlllCl,      lie  ucpdi  LlilClU ) 

PIRP 

ID 

117  767 

30 

IN  Ul         LV1  dl  lag,CI 

f\/iicp  ni  n 

7/1  /900ft 

III/  £.\J\JO 

OI\ 

117  7?^ 

ii/,/  jo 

36 

I     i    ■  i  i  t  c»  r~i       »--\  J-   I  I  I 

Licuicncini  in 

DO!  IPF 

o  r\ 

117  72^ 

11/,/  £.  *J 

43 

IVlalld^CvI    1  V 

i\yi|Cp  ni  n 

IVIIOL/  ULU 

1  /94/90OQ 

SR 

1 17,613 

35 

^prop?int  III 

..'-I  -  ^  cl  1  11  111 

POLICE 

10/26/20O9 

SR 

1 1 7,600 

31 

#N/A 

mi^p  ni  n 

i/i/2nno 

SR 

117  551 

39 

PV i m ITV5*  1  ict  IT 

MI9F  ni  n 

lvllOvv  ULU 

\J/  0\Ji  ^-  UU  C/ 

SR 

117  548 

34 

|  i  p  1 1  f  p  n  ^  n  t  (\~\rp  Dpnn  rtmpnt^ 

L-1CULC1143.I1L,        11  C  L/C  pal  L  I  1 1  C  1 1 1  / 

FIRF 
r  i  r\r_ 

SR 

117  515 

35 

L.  1CULC  1  1  CX  1 1  L,  ^rilC  L/tpclI  Ll  1 1  CI  1 1 J 

FIRF 

fl/1  /?nnQ 

<?R 

117  *51  *i 

35 

/AoMblclI  1 1  V_4ilCI  ul  L/CLJdl  LII1CI1L 

PIRP 

7/^1  /"^nofi 

in 

117  ^R1 

30 

A  ccictQ  t~~\  ~t~  f1  n  !  p  t  O  T  Dp  r"\  d  r*t  m  pnt 

/\bbib[drii  v^nici  ui  L/cpai  Liiicrii 

PIDP 

o/<i/ 1  yoz 

<5  R 
OK 

117  7R1 
I  I  /  ,00  I 

32 

A  ccicfa  r\      P1  mof  O  f  Jl  phi  r~t"  m  pnt 

/\bbisid.ni  t^mei  ui  ucpcirLiricni 

PIDP 
r  IKt 

C/-1  v/i  QQ  o 

0/ 1  / / 1  yo^. 

ID 

117  7R1 
I  I  /  , JO  I 

33 

I    iPiitpn  ant    /Pirp  Hpn  ',1  r"1~  m     n  t  ^ 
L-ICUlCllcinL,  i^nrc  UCpdl  IIIICIUJ 

PIDP 

r  1  r\C. 

in 

117  VS\ 
I  I  /  ,OOU 

30 

P*  1 1  n  i         1    T\J  i  irep  Qnppi^liict 
v_  1  1 1 1 1  L  ci  1    INUIoC  OUtLIallol 

^/llc;P  MPW 

R/97/90OQ 

CD 

or\ 

117  1 AK 

32 

L,  ICUICI 1  dl  1  L,  L/IVlblUll  \J  1    1  IdlIIIIl£ 

PIRF 

7/1  cinnm 

/  /  I  0/*iUU  o 

^R 
o  r\ 

117  12^ 

30 

Incnprfnr    Rnrp^ii  Of  F  I  rp 
UlipcClvJI  ,  DUlCall  V-/1  1  UC 

FIRP 

SR 

117  069 

30 

I  tpntpn^int  OiuKinn  Of  Tr^imno 

L/lvUlClluUl,  L-/1V1D1UIJ  vy  1     i  I  Clilllllc, 

FIRE 

Q/1 Q/90OQ 

SR 

1 17,036 

28 

#N/A 

MI'sP  Ol  D 

1/P/1996 

^R 
or\ 

1 1 R  ftfift 
1  1  o,ooo 

32 

I  IPiitpn  Q  nt    Rurpdii  (IT  P  I  Vf*  T  n  \/PCf  i  fro  tii"\n 
LlCUlCIlclilL,  DUICaUWl  r  11  C  11 1  VCbLlgaLlUIl 

PIRP 
r  ir\p 

1  /1  R/9nn*^ 

in 

1 1  R  R1  Q 

30 

A  ccictcir*»i"      h i pT  Of  Hpna r~t m  pnt 
rVbjloLall  1  V^.I11C1  Ul  L/ClJcll  111  ICI1L 

PIRF 

£.1  1  \JI  £,\J\J  ZJ 

ID 

116  788 

30 

v.  upiuU  i7   ^ruc  IVCUal  LI11CI 1  ij 

FIRF 
r  I  r\L_ 

9/91  /9DOQ 

<^R 

1  1  R  1A~^ 

28 

TXattnl  t  c\r\    ^^riipf  /PirP  npncirtmpnt\ 

oaiiaiioii  ^nici,^riic  LVcpd.ruiic[iL ) 

PIRP 

D/jU/^UU  I 

in 

1  1  R  RRD 
I  IO,uOU 

31 

R  a  ft  ct  1 1  r~k  t^i   Z^1  h  ipf  /^Fi  rp  I~") p  n  ^  rtmpnt^ 
DaLlailLMl  V^IllCl,  ^TUC  L/CLJal  LliiCiLLI 

PIRP 
r  lr\P 

D/OU/^UU  I 

9R 

1 1  fi  RRD 

31 

R/ittalinn  f^hipf  ^Firp  ripnartmpnt^ 

L/allallWIl    V^lllCl,  [I  Uv  L^CL/ClI  llllvllll 

FIRP 
r  1  r\L_ 

1  /9fi/9D0 1 

in 

1 1  fi  RRD 

31 

Raftalir^n  (^hipf  /^Firp  npnarttnpnt^ 

LJdLLul  ll_Ji  1    V^lllCl,  \l  lit  IS  \^VJCXi  llllCUlf 

FIRP 
r  lr\P 

1 9/Q/9nnn 

1  c.1 17/     wU  U 

ID 

1 1fi  RRD 
I  I  u,uuu 

33 

R^tr^lion  ("'riipf  ^Firp  F)pn?iri"mpnt^ 

UaUCll  IVJM    \_111C1,  yi  llv            IJCll  LlliClLL  J 

FIRF 

1 9/^i/9non 

ID 

116  680 

1  1  VJ  ,  uuu 

31 

Rartalion  r^hipf  /^Firp  Dpnprtmpnt^ 

UuLlallVJll    V^lllvl,  \l  llv  L-7  W  VJ  CX  l  llllvllll 

FIRF 
r  i  r\  l_ 

Q/?o/?non 

ID 

1  ifi  fiftn 

32 

T  it 1 1 1 tv  P 1 1 1 m hpr  ^siinprvKor  TT 

wlllllY     I     l  Li  1  1  1  Uv  1   OUL/vl  V  IC5VJ1  11 

K>ll oi  n 

IVIIOVv  ULU 

J/  I  i-l  £-\J\J  \ 

SR 

1 1fi  Rfift 

32 

Fsnta  i  n     l~^M/icinn  Of  Trainino 
V_al_HclllI,    L/ 1 V  IjIUII  Wl    1  1  dlilill 

FIRP 

SR 

1 16,661 

36 

i  iui  jv  ividiiacti 

MI9P  NFW 

IVMOU  1  M  L_  V  « 

SR 

116  633 

31 

.^prop/int  T T T 

uvl  tvUl  1  I  111 

POI  IFF 

lULIUL 

U/  'J/         1  u 

OK 

i  iD.ooy 

30 

^orniTiciricicr 

DPI  IPP 

Q/1  QD  Q 

o/ 1  y/ 1 yc5o 

CR 

1  1fi  4^7 

29 

Pants  in      /  Firp  HpnirtiTiPnt  I 
v^apialll,  ^FUC  LJcpal  111  iCi  1  IJ 

PIRF 

0/Z  I  /zuu^t 

c;r 

I  I  D,OOj 

30 

V^apialll,   ^FIIC  L/cpdl  11 1 1C 1 1  IJ 

PIDP 
r  lr\u 

in 

I  10,000 

29 

^prop^nt  TTI 
ocl^CallL  ill 

POI  IPF 

9/9/900^ 

SR 

116,162 

48 

F  i  re  fl  ph  ter/Para  medic 

FIRE 

8/14/2009 

SR 

1 16,143 

31 

Lieutena.nt  III 

POLICE 

7/12/2008 

SR 

116  022 

42 

RinlHino"   PIprK  Fnoinppr 
uuiiuiiig,   i  laiio  l>h 1 1 1 L. v. l 

MI^P  Ol  F) 

IVIlOv/  ULU 

R/?Q/2nnc? 

SR 

1    1  J,UJ  J 

36 

(^Pint?) i n    /'F'irp  ripn^rtiTiPnt"^ 

FIRF 
r  1  r\t_ 

ci/9/9nn'^ 

■Jl  £-1  t-\l\JO 

ID 

115,881 

29 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/2003 

ID 

115,878 

29 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

4/1/2010 

SR 

115,779 

27 

Manager  V 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/2009 

SR 

115,660 

37 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/11/20  1  01 1:37  AM  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Lieutenant,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

8/1 1/2O07 

ID 

115  629 

30 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

1/1 4/2O03 

SR 

•lie  CCl 

i  i  *j , jj j 

32 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

3/26/201  0 

c:r 

iic  c;n"7 

1  10,  JU  / 

30 

Contain   fFirp  Department^ 

FIRE 

1/91  /9O0^ 

9R 

1  lo,H3cJ 

29 

Lieutenant  (Fire  Denartmentl 

LjlVUlVtlUHl^    11    11  V    J-/ 111!  vlll  1 

FIRE 

12/4/2O08 

9R 

1  1  <=!  dR"7 

35 

I  ieutenant  f Fi re  Deoartmentl 

l—i  1  V  U  L  V_  I  X  C-l  1  1  L.    II    11  V    L  .■'  VUUl  11  1  1  Vlll  1 

FIRE 

4/1  8/2008 

9R 

1   1  3  ,*+  O  / 

27 

I  ieutenant  fFire  DeDartmenO 

1 — t  1  V  U          1  1  CI  1  1  I,    11    11  Vr          V.  L*  V*I  11  1  1  vl  1  I  / 

FIRE 

fi/30/2OO7 

in 

1 U 

I   I      .  L-  ~  O 

29 

Tnsnpptor  1 1 

lllOL/V^V^  L \J  1  III 

POLICE 

tic.  O/    v*»  w  / 

CD 

or\ 

lie  999 

34 

Captain   fFirp  Denartment » 

V    CI  Ly  LCI.  111-     II    11  C     i  J  V       II'  LI  1  1  VI  1  I  / 

FIRE 

ID 

11^1  nn 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1 0/1  8/2O08 

9R 

-iic  n3"^ 

1  1  J,UOJ 

38 

I  ieutenant  III 

1  /  IV  Ll  IV  1  1  C4.1  11  111 

POLICE 

1/97/9DOfS 

in 

iic  n?R 

1  1  J,UZD 

16 

I  ieutenant  f Fire  DenarTmpnO 

L/lVUlwllUlll^    \1    11  V               \         ^    llll  Vlll  / 

FIRE 

10/1  ?/900Q 

IV/  I  J/CUUJ 

^R 

iic  ni  9> 

I  t  J  U  I  i— 

30 

Trancif  ^i  inprvKOr 

1  1  U  1  1  O  1  l    O  UUU  W-DV-M 

MI9P  ni  n 

R/1  R/?nn4 

CD 

1 1  e  nnp 

I  l  D,UUO 

37 

Panta in  T  T  [ 

v  dULall  1   X  1 1 

POI  IPF 

in 

1 1  e  c\c\~t 

Rattalion  Chipf  fFirp  Fjpn^rtmpnM 

FIRF 
r  \t\LL 

Q/1  ft/1  QQQ 

CD 
oK 

1  1  A  OQft 

33 

1  antsin     r^ivicinn  Of  Trainino 

FIRF 

7/7/1  QQ  Q 

CD 

11/1  Q7  1 

33 

Rattalion  Chipf  fFirp  F)pn?irtmpnt  i 

L  j  U  l  Ul  1  1  KJ  1  1    V—llIvl,  ^1  11  v/  1— *  t  l-' ell  lllltlH  1 

FIRF 

11/1 1 10C\C\A 

11/1/  1  £-\J\JH 

in 

114  Qe.4 

Assistant  Ch  ipf  Of  Denartrn  pnt 

njjijitiiii  v/illvl  \_/ i  i-Zvpcii  liii  v —  i  j  l 

FIRE 

?/?fi/9DOfi 

ID 

114  Q4D 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

12/5/1 979 

CD 

114  QAC\ 

30 

A ssistant  Chipf  Of  Dpnartmpnt 

FIRF 

11/1  4/1  Q"7Q 

in 

ILI 

114  Q4f» 

33 

InriHpnt  Sunnnrt  Snpcialist 

lllc  lUv  1  1  L    lJ  Ll  J  lJ  U  1  I  JUvvlUll  jl 

FIRF 

?/i  ?/?n  1  n 

CR 

114  R7R 

30 

Spropant  Tl 

J^lgUdlH  ill 

POI  IPF 

Q/1  /90O"7 

^R 

114  F.QQ 

37 

Manager  VI 

1  V  1  Cll  1  C 1.  i —  v  1  VI 

MI9P  MFW 

IVIlOw  1  "1 C  V  V 

1 1/99/90OQ 

CD 

O  r\ 

114  Rfifl 

33 

Police  Officer  III 

1    Ullvv     V  S  1  1  1  V  v  1  111 

POLICE 

Q/9Q/9DOQ 

VI  C-Z3S  C  \J  \_/  C7 

C  D 
oK 

114  fi99 

32 

Cfarrrpanf  T 

OWl  L,l.  £.1 1  It  111 

POI  IPF 

7/1  /9nn  r 

i  n 
IU 

114  C1  Q 

33 

ouiiai  i  wi  i  v_iiici,  ^rnt  L/Cpcll  LlIlCIHJ 

FIRF 

I  /0/ iUUO 

CR 

114  eeQ 
i  1 4,ooy 

Firpfiohtf^r 

X  11  vllglllvl 

FIRF 

CR 

114  *^e;c 

31 

#N/A 

MI9P  P)l  n 

7/1  /1  QQQ 

CR 

on 

114  e.  1 4 

39 

Firpflp^ri  tpr 

1   11  v  1 1 1-^  1 1 1-  VI 

FIRE 

R/91  /90OQ 

CR 

114     1  4 

31 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Denartmpnt 

J    1J  JlOUll  1  I      V  1  1  1  V  I    \y  L    L/vL/Ul   111  1  VI  11 

FIRE 

1 9/^0/1  QR4 

in 

1  u 

114^11 
I  I  H,0  I  I 

28 

Mflnappr   T  Itilitips  FnPinpprincr  Rnrpaii 

1  V  1  Uliagv  1  ?    UUIIIKj  LvliglllVvI  111  tl,  DUltdtl 

MI9P  ni  n 

finn/9DOT 

U/  JU/  £-\J\J  1 

c;r 

114  30^ 

31 

Cantain   f  Firp  DenartrnenO 

' —  UUlUlll^     \   1     11  V    i—-'  I  U'  l-l  i  HUVlll  1 

FIRE 

i/^/pnn^ 

CR 

114  901 

35 

Fnpinppr/Arrhitprt  Princinal 

!_/ 1  ICUlvvl  /  V  V  I  vl  1  III  V  I  1  1  1  I  1  v  1  1    t.1  1 

mi^p  ni  n 

CR 

114  114 

33 

#N/A 

Micp  ni  n 

Ivl  1  O \~f  VJLU 

1  /7/1  QftQ 

l  /  /  /  1  JO  vv 

CR 

1  1  T  QDC 

1  i  o,you 

34 

Insnpotor  TTI 

111  JUvV  L  \J  1  ±11 

pni  ipf 

1  9/1  ^/90Oft 
I  ^1/  I  o/^iuwo 

CD 

110  Q7Q 

i  i  o,y  i  y 

32 

TnJi  irsin  O"  ^i  1  nprvicnr 

n  U  1  ol  1  1  ^    O U  L/Ci  V  \j\J\ 

r/i i ni  n 

IVIIoL/  \JLLt 

CR 
OK 

i  10  Q7e 
i  i  o,y  /  o 

35 

TncnPPtOT"  Tl 

llljUltlUl  111 

pni  ipf 

7/Q/9nnQ 

CR 

11-3  Q/1/1 

29 

Cantain    f  Polirp  Dpnartmpnt^ 

x—  cl  LJ  L  Cl  1  1  1  ,    IX  Ul  III  L/  v  L"  CI  1  LI  1  I  11  1  I  1 

PP)I  IPF 

1/11/1  QQ"7 

CD 
or\ 

11-3  PQ-3. 

i  i  o,oy«o 

30 

Assistant  Chipf  Of  Flpnartm pnt 

/l  jjIjUU  1  L    V^lllv/l  \Jl  L-'l  U  ell  Ll  1  (  l_  I  1 1 

FIRF 

C/-I  1  /-I  Q7Q 

o/i  1/ 1  y / o 

CR 

11-3  7Q7 

I  I  0,  1  <3  1 

30 

Assistant  Chipf  Of  Denartmpnt 

'  i.'.iijmi  i  i    v  mi  i   \_/ 1  L/vpui  ill  i  Vlll 

FIRF 

1 D/9D/1  Q77 

CR 

-11-3  7Q7 

30 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

■  ijjui  cc  iii.    v  - 1  i  1 1  i   vy  i  \-j  v  i '  e-i 1  llll  l_  111 

FIRF 

7/1 1  /1  Q7"7 

in 

11?  7Q7 

30 

#N/A 

mrp  ni  n 

4/9R/1  QQO 

CR 

11-3  704 

34 

Cantain    f  Firp  rjpnarfmpnt  t 

V^          IC1  1  L  1  ,     I  J.    11  I.    L/ V- L/tll  Ul  ll  1  11.  1 

FIRF 

1  /9fi/9nn^l 

in 

IU 

11-3  7H0 
I  I  o,  / 

29 

Cantr  in    ^T^irp  Opnartmpnti 

>— -CIL/Lu.111,    \^  1   lie  L/tpui  ll  1 1 1 1 1 1  1 

FIRF 

0/  1  4/ZUv1  o 

CD 
OK 

1 1  *3  7no 

29 

T  Iti  1  irv  Plii mhpr  ^nnprvi c,nr  T 

*— '1111LV    X    lUlllUvl   uUUvl  VIjUI  1 

i\/iic(^  ni  n 

IVIloO  ULU 

I  Z/^U/^UL/O 

C  D 

oK 

11-3  RKfi 
1  1  0,000 

38 

Tnsnpctor  TTT 

IHjUlyVlUl  Xll 

o/z  i  /<:uuy 

C  D 
oK 

11-3  eon 

Dirprtor  (^fPnlirp  P|svrhr»lr\cy\/ 
is  a  Li  lui    v_y  l  i  uii^t  l  j  j  iKjy^y 

rULIUL 

7/9^/9000 

/ /^j/iuuy 

C  D 

111  eo? 

35 

Assistant  (^h ipf  Of  Dpnartm pnf 

/vjJlJiail  L    V_^lllvl  \Jl  L/LUal  LlllClll 

FIRF 
r  IKt 

7/91  /9nn  1 

/ /Z  1 1 c\J\J  I 

I  Pi 
IU 

11-3  AG.C\ 

1 1  o,40U 

34 

Assistant  r~"hipf Of  Dpnartmpnt 

/ijjlotulll    V^llltl  W 1  VJ I IJ cl  1  LlllClll 

FIRF 
r  IKt 

C/1  /-I  QDQ 

IU 

11-3  den 
1  1 0.40U 

30 

A  ssistan  t  C^Y\  ipf  Of  Hpna  rtm  pnt 

/VOololClllt    V^lllVl  \J  1       1 U Cl  1  llllCIll 

FIRF 
rIKt 

o/o/ 1  yo  / 

IU 

11-3  /icn 
1  1  O.40U 

31 

Assistant  (^rtipf  Of  Dpnartmpnt 

■i  \  ijjljlullL    V_^lIlCi  \JL  L'tUcll  Lllldll 

Fl  D  F 

rIKt 

i  u/4/ 1  yoo 

ID 

113,460 

3^ 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

8/5/1 978 

ID 

113,460 

34 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

11/13/1975 

SR 

113,460 

39 

Lieutenant,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

1/27/2005 

SR 

113,403 

29 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/1 1/2010 1  i:J7  am  S100K  or  Greater   Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

r  ii  c  i      i  it.  i 

FIRP 

0/  I  Of  ZCI  vJi? 

or\ 

1   1  J,JOU 

31 

Qprapci  nt  III 
OCI  g,Cal  11  111 

Dm  ir^P 

or\ 

I   I  -J  ,  J 

UN/ A 

IVfllQP  MPVA7 

Or\ 

1  1  o,ou  / 

25 

i   cintci  in     ( V- irp  r^^nii  rtm  n 

F  1  DC 

1  1  J,  /  1  0 

v^dpialil,  ^rutltc  UCUai  UTicni ) 

rULIL-t 

"7/1  Q 

<^R 

I  I  0,  I  Zzf 

l    o  r\  t ' i  n      /           i  r1  ti  M  Pn'l  ft"  m  a  n  t  \ 

^dpiclill,  ^rOlILt  LJCparilTlcniJ 

nr\|  J r> n. 
rULIL-t 

Q/1  0/1  QQA 

o/ 1  z/iyyo 

CD 

5K 

4  A O  4 OQ 

TO 

ou 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

rULlOb 

i  /o o  / -1  nnc 

i/iio/i  yyo 

c;r 

i  i  j,  i 

0  I 

vorrtPCi  T~\  t  ill 

ocrgcdiii  in 

rULIL-b 

<5R 

119  QQPl 

V  II  C  I  l^IllCl 

r  IKt 

4/i  o/zuuy 

SR 

119  QQd. 

OU 

Pilot  OF  Firp  RnaN 

I   1 1  (J l   V_>»  1     I    II  C  UvCUj 

CIRC 

r  irscz 

c/o/9nn  a 

Of  Ol  ^uuo 

in 

119  Q'lQ 

i  iz,yoo 

24 

Ddiiaiion  v^nici,  ^rnc  i^cparirucnij 

rinr 

rIKb 

■tn/1  Q/onnn 
1 U7 1  y/zuuu 

in 

119  ftQR 

i  i^,oyo 

0  i 

DallallUIl  V^IlIcl,^rUC  L^CpaT IIUCIUJ 

CIDC 

r  IKt 

ono/1  QQQ 

in 

IU 

119  OQQ 

00 

O  ' i  f  t  o  1  i  f-\  r\    P^hipf*   /Firp            r\  o  T-t tv»  a r\ t \ 

odLiaiion  L^niti,  ^ruc  i^cpdxirnenij 

rIKt 

1/4/1  yy  c5 

in 
IL) 

04 

Nurse  Practitioner 

MISG  NEW 

1/9/201  U 

CD 

OK 

119  enf; 

oU 

1  .  leaf  i  n  \-\  4-  t-\  — 

r  ireiignicr 

CIDC 

rIKb 

Q  /o  o  /o  n  A  o 

o/^o/zuuy 

CD 

4  4\  0  o  nc 

90 
zo 

Automotive  Equipment  Supervisor 

ti  fl  1  O        K  1  C\  A  / 

MlbU  NbW 

7/i/zooy 

CD 
oK 

1 1 2,obo 

00 

niiorncy  ^v^ivii/v^riiinnaij 

R    1  O  O  M  C\  A  / 

MlbC  NbW 

a  i a  /onr\  a 
4/4/zUUy 

c;r 

OI\ 

119  ^fi1 
I  I  Z  ,  OO  I 

40 

A  cc  i  ct£i  ?*>  t"      h  f  pT  Hf  Dp  n  :s  r'tm  Ant 
/Aoololdlll  V^HICl  Wl  L/CJJal  II 1 1  CI  11 

CIDC 

r  IKt 

1  l/y/ZUvjy 

in 

IU 

110  QC7 

7R 
OD 

A  cc  icri  ti  +   i*  li  iof  Of  IIP  f"\  d  r*+i-v»  ont 

/\bsi5id.iii  ^.mei  ui  uepcirirncru 

CIDC 

rIKt 

O  /OV  /HO  ~ 7  f~l 

z/<c  //i  y  /  y 

1  n 
IU 

1  1  Z,ODf 

0O 

Licuicndni,  v^r ire  ucpdrrmenij 

rIKb 

•i  /o  /in  a  o 

CD 

119  9715 

00 

Licuiciicini,  ^rire  ucpcii iiiicnij 

CIDC 

rIKb 

1  U7z4/ZUUo 

CD 

OK 

119  99C 
1  J  zt,ZZO 

04 

Licuiendni  111 

nr\|  ic  C 

■1  n  /o  o  /o  a  a  n 

c:r 

Orv 

119  91ft 

07 
4  / 

L.  1CUICI  lcll  1 L  111 

Df*^\l  IPC 

1  Pi 

IU 

H  4\  0  -1  cn 

1 12,169 

0  I 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/8/1997 

in 
IU 

1 1 2,1 4o 

O  4 

31 

tjanaiion  cniet,  ^rire  iJcpariiTicritj 

CIDC 

rIKb 

4/29/2004 

IU 

1 1 1 ,962 

7  1 

01 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/4/1 99o 

1  n 
IU 

111 ,92b 

00 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

1 1/1/2000 

in 
IU 

•1  -1  •!   Q  07 

111  ,02  7 

OD 

2o 

r  irei  ign  ier/  rardniLuic 

CIDC 

rIKb 

f/\/ZQO  7 

^R 
OK 

i  *i  -i  ftm 
I  I  1 ,0  1 U 

Oft 

OU 

I  1 1  C  1  Igl 1 1  CI 

CIDC 

r  1Kb 

1 U/1  /  liUU!) 

CD 
OK 

tit,  /  ot> 

77 
00 

L/irccior  ui  route  rbycnoiogy 

DPI  IPC 

<?R 
OK 

-1-14  7^*5 
111,1  OO 

00 

I   iPiitpn  o  nt  111 
L  ILULCI  Idl  1L  111 

DPI  IPC 

0/1  y/<:UU4 

<5R 
OK 

1  1  1  70Q 

ill,/  2y 

70 
04 

iiibpccior  in 

DPI  IPC 

c/00  nnn7 
01 ZZI ZUL)  1 

in 

IU 

11-1  cert 
111  ,bOU 

7A 
0D 

f  1 1  L  I  1^1 1  LCI 

CIDC 

rIKb 

0/0-1  nnno 

CD 
OK 

H  4  4    CQ  4 

ill  ,oy  i 

71 
0  I 

iiibpccLor  in 

DPI  IPC 

1/14/^UUo 

CR 

OK 

1  -i  1  Ron 
I  I  1 ,02U 

ftc 
00 

I n enpf* t*  II 
IllopCC  IU1  111 

DPI  IPC 

■t  m  a  inr\r\ct 

CD 

OK 

*  4  -t  con 
111  ,02U 

77 
00 

vprnpi  » I  +•    T  T  T 

ocr^ccllil  111 

DPI  IPC 

ZlZo/ZUUb 

in 

IU 

con 
111  ,02U 

7/1 
04 

\orfTPQnt  TTT 

ocrgcdiU  111 

DAI   1  C 

2/z1/2(JUb 

in 
IU 

■1  -i  a  con 

1 1 1,520 

7  1 
0  I 

oergeani  in 

POLICE 

7/1/200D 

CD 

OK 

114 /DO 

111 ,4oy 

07 
0/ 

1^  nntenn     /  L)  r\  \  ma  TiprvQ  r~t"  m  pnt\ 

v_,dpiaiii,  ^r^oiite  L/cpdi iiricni^ 

DPI  IPC 

rULlL-b 

0/1  u/1  yy  0 

c:d 

OK 

*i  -1  *l  ARA 

111  ,404 

oft 
OU 

1  I  dill        UI  1  LI  UI1CI 

R/llOO  PI  P 

•10/07  /onno 

<5R 
OK 

i  1  1  yl 
111  ,400 

7R 
0D 

lo  lviallcl^,Cl 

R/l  [CP  PI  Pi 

D /07  /OC\/~°k  A 

c;r 
ok 

ill  ,o4y 

7/1 
04 

Incnpr'trkr    Riirpoii  elf  V*  i  rp 
lllopCCLCII  ,  DUlCaU  UI  r  II  C 

CIDC 

rIKb 

in 

IU 

-1  -I  1  0Q7 
I  I  I  ,Zz)  1 

71 
0  I 

Incnprfnt*  T  1 1 
HloUCClCH  111 

DPI  IPC 

h  0/0  /onr\a 
1  Zl  Zl  ZU(J<D 

<5R 
OK 

-1-1-1  ono 

1 1 1  ,^uy 

71 
0  I 

In enpr t s~i r  III 
IllopCC  IU1  111 

DPI  IPC 

^R 
OK 

-!  1  -1  ono 

1  1  1 ,2uy 

71 
0  I 

Incnpptnr  ITI 
lilopCClC/l  ill 

DPI  IPC 

0/1  nnnc 

in 
IU 

-i  -i  -i  onn 

ni  ,2uy 

4U 

Incnpr,t  /~\  f  TTT 

inbpccior  in 

DAI  IOC 

rULIL-b 

7/o/2UUO 

CD 

OK 

-1-1-1  onn 

ni  ,2uy 

-3  4 
Ol 

\prfipQnt  ITI 
ocrgcail L  111 

DAI  IOC 

y/22/2Uuo 

CD 

OK 

-t  -i  -1  onn 
111 ,2U9 

O  1 

ol 

^pmpdnf"  ITI 
ocrgcaill  111 

DAI  IOC 

rULIL-b 

7/10/1AA7 

l/Zo/ZUO  1 

in 

IU 

-1-1-1  on/ 
111  ,2U4 

07 
0/ 

rrlN/rV 

ftfllCP  PI  P 

MIoL-  ULU 

in  n  yyy 

c:r 
ok 

-11-11  Q/1 

111,1  y4 

77 
0/ 

InQnp^tr^r"  III 
HIopCCLCII  ill 

DPI  IPC 

rULIL-t 

o/7/onno 

CD 

OK 

111    1  7C 
111,1/0 

71 
0  I 

[   ipiitpncint    /^Pirp  Hpncirtm  ont\ 

Licuiciidn l,  ^rire  L/cpdrirnenLj 

CIDC 

rIKb 

o/ib/zuuy 

SR 

111,150 

O  1 

ol 

Senior  Medical  Steward 

MISCOLD 

1/5/2002 

SR 

111,149 

35 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

10/23/1993 

ID 

111,113 

30 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/6/1992 

SR 

111,113 

30 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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6/1 1/201 01 1:37  AM  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

T  ipt itpn t\ nt  fFirp  Dpn^rtmpnt^ 

1  ,  1  L  Ll  LL_  I  1  CI  I  1  I .   11  11  \s  1— 'VJ-'CII  LI  1 1  L^  1 1  \.J 

FIRE 

3/24/20O6 

SR 

111,111 

32 

]\Jnrs,p  TVTanac*pr 

MISC  OLD 

1/31/20O9 

SR 

1 11  078 

40 

Tranc  1 1  (^Inpratnr 

1  lull  jH  v_y  ijtl  cillji 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/20O1 

SR 

1 10,973 

38 

Rattalion  Chief  fFire  OpnartrriPnO 

1_J  CI  l  LCI  1  1  V_/ 1 1    V^lll^l-,  \^1  11  V         V  UU1  Li  1 IL/l 1 1  J 

FIRE 

7/8/1996 

SR 

110,830 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/9/20O7 

SR 

110,804 

33 

P  i  rpfl  ohtpr 
i  n  t,i  i^i  i  i  l  i 

FIRE 

finO/2004 

SR 

110  554 

30 

OCI  gCal  1  L  111 

PDI  \CF 

r  \J Lf  w C- 

1  n/4/2om 

SR 

1 1 0,469 

37 

^propant  TIT 
Oct gcaiu  in 

POLICE 

SR 

110  469 

37 

Qprrrrio  nf  IT! 

OClg,Ca.llL  111 

PDI  IPF 

SR 

1 1 0,469 

33 

Qptop^i  nt  Til 
OC1  £,Cdl  1  L  111 

POI  IPF 

7/1  /?nm 

SR 

1 1 0,469 

37 

Rattnlion  f^hipf  fFirp  r)pnnrTi"npnf^ 
Uallaliui  l  \_/lllvl j  V^i  ii  i— ' vuai  1 1  i  i l,  1 1 1  i 

FIRE 

1D/1/1QQT 

SR 

110,367 

30 

Rattalion  C^hipf  fFire  OenartiTiPnt) 

1__J  U.  1  LCi  1  I  W  1  1    V^llJL^l,  1^1   11*-   L^V-LJCLl  UIKIIU 

FIRE 

10/1/1993 

SR 

1 1 0,367 

30 

Ratt?»Iion  f^hipf  ^Firp  Dpn?irtmpnt^ 

D  tl  I  lU  1  I  KS  1  J    \_/lllvlg  L^l   11  v  J — '  V-  IJ  CI  1  IMILIII  J 

FIRE 

8/1  8/1  993 

ID 

110,367 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/23/1993 

ID 

1 1 0,367 

31 

Rattalion  Phipf  fFire  Opnartmpnfl 

UaUttl  IL_'I  1    V_sllllvl,  \^1  11  V  IS     |-J  Ci.  1  LlllLsllL^ 

FIRE 

7/1  0/1993 

SR 

110,367 

34 

Contain    Division  Of  Training? 

V.  CI  IJ  Ul  1  1  1  ,    i_J  1  V  UlUll  V_/  1     i  1  uiJllllg 

FIRE 

1/2/2004 

ID 

1 1 0,250 

26 

OClcCalil  ill 

PDI  IPF 

1  /7onm 

I  /  /  /  tUU  — > 

SR 

110  219 

33 

1  1  alio  11  O  UUCI  VloUl 

i\/iicp  oi  n 

1  /?n/2on  1 

SR 

110  1 84 

38 

[nenprtn r  ITT 
llloJJCC  LUI  111 

PP)I  IPF 

7/1  9/20ITS 

o  r\ 

110 140 

32 

Incnpftnr  TTT 

llloUCL'LUI  111 

POI  IPF 

7/1  /POO'S 

SR 

110  140 

34 

^propant  TTl 

OCl  fc^L  ell  11  111 

POLICE 

1 0/1  O/POfTS 

SR 

1 10,140 

30 

Pnlirp  OfFirpr  III 

I  U 1 IV- Lv    V_y  L JLllvVl  ill 

POI  IPF 

3/2O/201  n 

^R 

110  110 

33 

llloUCL,  LU  1  111 

POI  IPF 

SR 

109  959 

1    \J           |   \J  nJ  -J 

33 

Contain    fPnliVp  Dpn^rtmpnt) 

V-ClU  I  CI  1 1 1  ?    11  LJ11L-L>  L/L.  UCll  L  1  J  I  C  1  1  L  ^ 

POLICE 

7/?1  /1 QQO 

lie.  1  /  I  C  w'  \_/ 

SR 

109  949 

30 

Assistant  r~*hipf  Of  Denartmpnt 

i\.  J  J  1  J  LCI  1 1  1         1  J  I  L  1   W  I    i_y  ^  L/  Cll  LlllL^lil 

FIRE 

10/26/20O9 

ID 

109  926 

26 

A ssist;i nt  ChipfOf  Dpn^rtm pnt 

Ajj1jIU.HL    \_^111L1  W  1   1_J  ^  [ i  l  1  L  I  1  1  v  I  1  I 

FIRE 

fi/1 1  /1  QfiD 

U/  1    1  /  1  C  LJ  \J 

ID 

109  926 

26 

Assistant  Chipf  Of  Dpnartm pnt 

/ajjIjICIIII    V_^lllvl  Ul  LS\*  L/CU  Ll  1 1  ^1 1  L 

FIRE 

1 1/21/1Q79 

I    I  '  C    I  /    I  Z>  l 

SR 

109  903 

28 

I  ipntpnpint  fFirp  FJpnartmpnt^ 

J_<  1LLI  L\—  1 1  C4.1  1  L?  11   11  t  L/Lv LJC11  Ll  1 1 V  1  1  \,  j 

FIRE 

1 1/1  'S/POPifi 

ID 

109  890 

33 

T  ipntpn^nt  fFirp  DpnJirtmpnt^ 

1L  Ll  LL,  1  1  CI  1  1  I  ,  11  1IL  L/V-pCll  Ll  1 1  L-  1 1  L  / 

FIRE 

7/1  S/2006 

in 

mo  890 

31 

L-1CUIC  l  ldl  1 1,  \^rilC  L'CUal  UllCllly 

7/7/900R 

CD 
o  r\ 

1 DQ  R90 

31 

r^^nt^in    ^Pnlicp  F)pn?irtmpnt^ 

PPI  IPF 

3/29/1  QQ"7 

c;r 

10Q  7Rfi 

29 

\w enpntnr  ITI 

III opCL.  LU  1  ill 

PPlI  IPF 

SR 

109  723 

34 

Insnppto  r  TTT 

lllOL/L-V—  VV-/  1  111 

PDI  IPF 

1  /22/200'S 

SR 

109,723 

39 

Inspector  111 

lllJUvvlL/l  111 

POLICE 

1/14/200  *S 

SR 

109,723 

33 

Serjeant  III 

POLICE 

1/15/2005 

SR 

109,723 

32 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/2/2009 

SR 

109  669 

29 

Sprtjpant  T 

OV-l  ttul  1L  111 

pni  ipf 

SR 

109  645 

32 

(""antflin    TPirp  OpnartiTiPrit  i 

CLL/LC1111?    \  1    11  v  l^V LJC11  l 1  1  1  —  1  1  L  I 

FIRE 

1/7/900*^ 

c;r 

10Q  630 

28 

OCIgCdllL  111 

PPlI  IPF 

19/11  nnnp 

CD 
Of\ 

1 OQ  616 

31 

F)pnntv  1  iirprtnrV 
L/cuuiy   1_-/1ICCLU1  v 

H/iicp  NFW 

0/0/ cUU't 

On 

26 

R atta  1 1 /~*r^   ^^Tii^'f  i^Firp  HpncirtmpnA 
DcUlallOll   V_-I1  IC1,  ^rilC  L/CLJal  llllClll^ 

rIKt 

O/OC/1  QQ  c 

CD 

o  r\ 

1  f~IQ  496 

i  uy  ,h^io 

29 

^N/A 

t/iiqp  ni  n 

IVIloU  vJLU 

7/1  /1  QQ^ 

SR 

109,41 1 

37 

lnsnprtor*  TTT 

1 1  1  O      V-  \/  LV_/  1      X  1 1 

pni  ipf 

1  /98/900R 

o  r\ 

109  41 1 

33 

Insnrrtot"  TTT 

llljULLLUl  111 

PDI  IPF 

SR 

1 09  370 

31 

Firpflcrh  tP*r/P^ramprlir 
i  ii  v 1 1 £j 1 1 1  v  i/i  ai  (xi ii vu 

FIRE 

o  r\ 

31 

r^nntflin    ^Pnlirp  F)pn?irtmpnt  i 

v.  aL'UUl  I  ,     \  X    UllV>t  LyLyUCll  L111W11L  J 

PDI  IPF 

O/  I  HI  tuUH 

ID 

1  riQ  ?qt 

32 

1  ipiitpn^nt  TIT 

1  V_  Ll  L^  1 1  CI  1  11  111 

PPlI  IPF 

O/  1  U/  £.UUJ 

SR 

1  U  J,iUU 

27 

Tnsnprtor  TTT 

IIIOIJV-W  111 

POI  IPF 

SR 

109,246 

31 

T  ipntpn?int  OivKinn  OfTrainino 

1— '  IV—  ULL-1 1  Ctl  1  Lj   J_/lVlJlLJIl  W  1  lldllllllg 

FIRF 

7/1  /onn4 

in 

ioq  ?/in 

32 

Tnsnprtor"  T! 

UloUtvLUl     1 1 

PPlI  IPF 

7/A/9finfi 
/  /0/ZUUD 

CD 
OK 

44 

T  ipiifpn  q  n  t    /'f  irp  HpnQ  rt  m  pnt^ 

L  1  L-  ll  LL  1  I  Ct  J  1  1 ,   y^niC  i^CUcll  LUlClll  J 

r  IKt 

0/  I  o/zuu  / 

ID 

109,175 

33 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/21/2007 

SR 

109,166 

32 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

10/9/1989 

ID 

109,162 

34 

Landscape  Architect  Senior 

MISC  OLD 

8/1/2009 

SR 

109,112 

38 

Note:  "IN/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


JOD  l  lllc 

Dept. 

Rf»t  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

V  Lr \s  I  CUML 

Registered  Nurse 

MiSC  NEW 

2/26/20O9 

SR 

109,017 

28 

Protective  Services  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

1/1/20O5 

SR 

108,983 

3a 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/29/1992 

ID 

1 08,845 

33 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/5/1992 

ID 

108,845 

00 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

11/23/1991 

ID 

108,845 

3/ 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/28/20O8 

SR 

108,831 

31 

Registered  Nurse 

MISC  OLD 

2/7/20O9 

SR 

108,657 

3o 

Police  Officer  111 

POLICE 

4/26/20O8 

SR 

108,582 

31 

Supervising  Pharmacist 

MISC  OLD 

1/16/20O7 

SR 

108,539 

37 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

4/9/20O5 

SR 

108,531 

38 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

5/19/20O4 

ID 

108,514 

29 

Nurse  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

3/28/1992 

SR 

108,457 

31 

Pharmacist 

MISC  NEW 

2/6/201  O 

SR 

108,449 

33 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/10/20O9 

SR 

108,390 

31 

O                   1      A              .       a.  X/ \ /I  IT 

Special  Assistant  XVIII 

MISC  NEW 

1/1 1/20O9 

SR 

108,358 

30 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

8/31/1999 

ID 

108,288 

26 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

3/28/1992 

SR 

108,255 

37 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/1 1/1990 

ID 

108,237 

39 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/1/2006 

SR 

108,237 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/27/1990 

ID 

108,234 

37 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/12/1990 

SR 

108,234 

33 

Attorney  For  The  Public  Administrator 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/1995 

SR 

108,120 

38 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

5/2/2009 

SR 

108,115 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/19/1998 

SR 

108,097 

29 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/1/1995 

ID 

108,094 

29 

Manager  IV 

MISC  NEW 

1/1 1/20O9 

SR 

108,076 

34 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/19/20O7 

SR 

107,956 

30 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

1/26/201  O 

SR 

107,946 

28 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/3/2006 

SR 

107,918 

32 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/1 1/20O6 

SR 

107,918 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/8/2006 

SR 

107,918 

32 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/1/2006 

ID 

107,918 

32 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/28/2006 

SR 

107,918 

31 

T    *        a.                 a      /r*'       r~\           _a_  ,\ 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/3/2006 

SR 

107,918 

32 

Manager  VI,  MTA 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/2009 

SR 

107,832 

33 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

2/16/2008 

SR 

107,792 

26 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/9/2006 

SR 

107,770 

31 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/30/2009 

SR 

107,754 

30 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/16/2004 

SR 

107,747 

32 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/9/2004 

ID 

107,747 

38 

Deputy  General  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

2/1/2003 

SR 

107,745 

34 

Landscape  Architect  Senior 

MISC  OLD 

6/29/2007 

SR 

107,630 

36 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/29/2007 

ID 

107,620 

29 

Engineer/Architect  Principal 

MISC  OLD 

6/30/2007 

SR 

107,563 

35 

Transit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2003 

SR 

107,545 

35 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/25/2006 

SR 

107,468 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/17/1996 

SR 

107,466 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

11/22/2002 

ID 

107,451 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/16/1989 

SR 

107,451 

35 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/6/1 989 

ID 

107,451 

31 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

6/30/2009 

SR 

107,450 

31 

EMS  Captain 

FIRE 

9/30/2009 

SR 

107,346 

25 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

7/1/2008 

SR 

107,332 

31 

Special  Assistant XVIII 

MISC  OLD 

11/27/1999 

SR 

107,161 

37 

Note:  "IN/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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Tnh  Titlp 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/20O3 

SR 

107,146 

29 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/29/20O8 

SR 

107,129 

30 

Investigator,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

9/28/20O4 

ID 

107,126 

30 

Investigator,  Bureau  Or  hire 

FIRE 

11/4/20O3 

ID 

107,126 

34 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

6/28/20O8 

SK 

107,057 

30 

Manager  V 

MISC  OLD 

4/1  8/20O9 

bK 

1 07,054 

jy 

Landscape  Architect  Senior 

MISC  OLD 

2/28/20O9 

SR 

A  r\r—    f~\l^  r- 

1 06,966 

OD 

Registered  Nurse 

MISC  OLD 

1 1/24/2007 

SR 

106,942 

33 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

8/6/1986 

SR 

106,868 

32 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/26/1986 

ID 

106,868 

36 

Hospital  Assistant  Administrator 

MISC  OLD 

9/10/20O5 

SR 

106,823 

35 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

2/1/2007 

SR 

106,818 

36 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

7/1 1/20O9 

SR 

106,816 

28 

Captain,  Division  Or  I  raining 

FIRE 

11/15/1997 

SR 

106,816 

28 

Transit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

6/28/20O3 

SR 

106,788 

33 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

3/22/1997 

SR 

1 06,758 

28 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

4/1/2003 

ID 

106,724 

OD 

Deputy  Chief 

POLICE 

1 1/16/20O3 

SR 

106,722 

27 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/18/20O7 

ID 

106,697 

41 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/13/20O3 

ID 

106,694 

29 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1 1/14/1997 

ID 

106,686 

27 

riretighter 

FIRE 

10/17/2008 

SR 

106,538 

30 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

5/3/2008 

SR 

106,489 

29 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2008 

SR 

106,402 

28 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

3/22/1997 

SR 

106,399 

28 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/27/1990 

ID 

106,346 

29 

riretighter 

FIRE 

10/23/2008 

SR 

106,326 

30 

Nurse  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

10/1/2OO6 

SR 

106,234 

44 

Battalion  Cruet,  (hire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/1 1/1999 

ID 

106,202 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

9/27/2003 

SR 

106,082 

37 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/26/2003 

ID 

106,082 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/25/2003 

SR 

106,082 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/9/2003 

SR 

106,082 

33 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2003 

ID 

106,082 

30 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2003 

SR 

106,082 

34 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/31/2004 

SR 

106,082 

32 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

11/8/2003 

SR 

106,082 

31 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/8/2003 

SR 

106,082 

il 

O  „  „          j.  TIT 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2003 

SR 

106,082 

33 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2003 

SR 

106,082 

32 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

2/1/1986 

SR 

106,056 

31 

Member,  Board  Of  Supervisors 

MISC  NEW 

11/12/2005 

SR 

105,992 

26 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/27/2005 

SR 

105,960 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/30/2005 

SR 

105,960 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/5/2005 

SR 

105,960 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/3/2005 

SR 

105,960 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/2/1996 

ID 

105,930 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/1/1988 

SR 

105,930 

31 

Battalion  Chief  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/20/1988 

SR 

105,930 

30 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

7/2/1 998 

SR 

105,900 

30 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/31/2004 

SR 

105,825 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/7/2007 

SR 

105,726 

30 

General  Manager,  Pf  D 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/1994 

OD 

105,688 

33 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

6/30/2003 

SR 

105,685 

32 

Note:  "N/A  ' '  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 


12  of  17 


6/1 1/20 1 o 1 1 :37  AM  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Inh  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

6/2  8/2  O  03 

SR 

105,685 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

6/14/2O03 

SR 

105,685 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

5/17/2003 

SR 

105,685 

31 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

3/29/2O03 

ID 

105,685 

33 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

3/21/2003 

SR 

105,685 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

2/15/2003 

SR 

105,685 

38 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1/31/2003 

ID 

105,685 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1/17/2003 

SR 

105,685 

32 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1/1 1/2003 

SR 

105,685 

34 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1/7/20O3 

SR 

105,685 

31 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

6/30/2OO3 

SR 

105,685 

33 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

2/15/2003 

SR 

105,685 

31 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/25/2003 

SR 

105,685 

33 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/14/2003 

SR 

105,685 

34 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/7/20O3 

ID 

105,685 

31 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

12/26/1984 

ID 

105,658 

30 

Deputy  Director  III 

MISC  NEW 

6/16/2007 

SR 

105,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/4/20O6 

SR 

105,643 

31 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

10/15/2008 

SR 

105,642 

30 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1/29/2005 

SR 

105,626 

30 

Transit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

5/26/2009 

SR 

105,626 

36 

Attorney  (Civil/Criminal) 

MISC  OLD 

2/23/2008 

SR 

105,607 

39 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

2/22/1997 

SR 

105,519 

30 

IS  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

2/16/2002 

SR 

105,510 

36 

Transit  Operator 

MISC  OLD 

3/1/1999 

SR 

105,423 

33 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

1/17/1998 

SR 

105,410 

39 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

5/31/20O3 

SR 

105,295 

30 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/28/20O6 

SR 

105,278 

30 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

5/17/20O8 

SR 

105,229 

26 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/4/1987 

SR 

105,229 

30 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

1/2/1988 

SR 

105,214 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/17/1986 

SR 

105,170 

32 

Executive  Contract  Employee  with  FBP  MISC  NEW 

3/22/20O8 

SR 

105,104 

22 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

4/1/2003 

ID 

104,898 

34 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

8/12/20O7 

SR 

104,850 

32 

Investigator,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

6/20/20O7 

SR 

104,830 

30 

Manager  VI 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2005 

SR 

104,825 

35 

Manager  VI 

MISC  NEW 

2/27/2010 

SR 

104,824 

27 

Attorney  (Civil/Criminal) 

MISC  OLD 

6/30/20O7 

SR 

1 04,726 

28 

Captain,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

8/3/2009 

ID 

104,669 

29 

Bureau  Manager 

MISC  OLD 

3/4/20OO 

SR 

104,613 

37 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/2/2004 

SR 

104,597 

31 

Director  of  Forensic  Services 

POLICE 

11/4/1995 

SR 

104,575 

38 

Assistant  Chief  Of  Department 

FIRE 

12/24/1970 

SR 

104,545 

36 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/13/1983 

SR 

104,519 

36 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/10/1983 

SR 

104,519 

30 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/2/2007 

SR 

104,481 

31 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/2/20O9 

ID 

104,441 

32 

Transit  Operator 

MISC  OLD 

12/21/2002 

SR 

104,418 

39 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

10/25/2008 

SR 

104,397 

30 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

6/28/2003 

SR 

104,372 

35 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

3/29/2003 

SR 

104,354 

29 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/18/2004 

SR 

104,348 

33 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/1999 

SR 

104,330 

39 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  (o  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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Job  Title 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Manager  VII 

MISC  NEW 

7/1/20O9 

SR 

104,316 

26 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/8/1985 

SR 

104,248 

29 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/2/20O3 

SR 

104,171 

32 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

11/29/2008 

SR 

104,082 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/23/1999 

ID 

104,016 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/18/1984 

SR 

103,968 

30 

Inspector,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

1/3/20O8 

ID 

103,957 

32 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/20O4 

SR 

103,955 

30 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

8/27/20O5 

SR 

103,885 

37 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/19/20O4 

ID 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/6/20O4 

SR 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/14/20O4 

SR 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/26/20O4 

ID 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/26/20O4 

SR 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/8/2004 

ID 

103,871 

38 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/29/20O4 

ID 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/2/20O4 

ID 

103,871 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/9/2003 

SR 

103,871 

32 

Commander 

POLICE 

9/8/1994 

ID 

103,861 

25 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

3/14/1992 

SR 

103,813 

28 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/29/20O8 

SR 

103,802 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/6/1 990 

SR 

103,740 

28 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

2/20/201  0 

SR 

103,694 

31 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

10/19/2007 

SR 

103,670 

32 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

1/30/1993 

SR 

103,664 

28 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/5/2005 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/29/20O5 

SR 

103,652 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

12/30/2004 

ID 

103,652 

34 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

11/24/2004 

SR 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

11/1 1/20O4 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/1/20O4 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/30/2004 

ID 

103,652 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/11/2004 

ID 

103,652 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/28/20O4 

SR 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/22/2004 

SR 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/17/20O4 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/24/2004 

SR 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/14/2004 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/10/20O4 

ID 

103,652 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/2/2004 

SR 

103,652 

37 

#N/A 

MISC  OLD 

1/12/1985 

SR 

103,592 

35 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/23/2004 

SR 

103,518 

30 

Sewage  Treatment  Plant  Superintendent  MISC  OLD 

7/1/2008 

SR 

103,508 

37 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/27/2003 

ID 

103,479 

36 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/8/2003 

SR 

103,479 

34 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/1/2003 

SR 

103,479 

32 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/20/2003 

SR 

103,479 

34 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/21/2003 

SR 

103,479 

35 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/10/2003 

SR 

103,479 

33 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/29/2004 

SR 

103,423 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/29/2004 

SR 

103,423 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/1/2004 

ID 

103,423 

30 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

2/5/2001 

ID 

103,385 

30 

Police  Officer  111 

POLICE 

7/3/2007 

SR 

103,272 

33 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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juu  i  lilt 

Dept. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

SvcCredit 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/1/1991 

SR 

9R 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/5/1989 

ID 

A  T31 

ZO 

Landscape  Architect  Senior 

MISC  OLD 

6/9/20O7 

CD 

1      o  1 

I  UO,^  I  o 

03 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

11/1  3/20  O  / 

IU 

30 

transit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

12/1/20O1 

bK 

a  no  m 
1  Uo,  111 

37 

Deputy  Director  Ot  Public  Works 

MISC  OLD 

3/28/1992 

bK 

OH 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/9/1994 

SR 

a  m  no? 

9R 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

5/8/1997 

SA 

40 

Captain,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

5/1/1990 

ID 

102,905 

9Q 

Transit  Operator 

MISC  OLD 

6/30/20O1 

SR 

1 02,897 

OO 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/1/20O4 

SR 

■i  fll  O  CO 

00 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/29/20O4 

SR 

102,851 

ou 

Battalion  Chief  (r ire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/2/1984 

ID 

102,83^ 

"^9 

oz 

Battalion  Chief  (rire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/8/1984 

SR 

1  02,00  1 

ou 

Battalion  Cruet,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/1/1984 

SR 

102,  oil 

o  / 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/20O6 

ID 

1  02,00  I 

9Q 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

6/27/20O9 

SR 

1  02, 00^ 

■^9 

oz 

ffN/A 

MISC  OLD 

9/1  5/20O1 

SR 

n  no  70  o 

102,/So 

T9 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

5/3/20O8 

SR 

102,770 

0/ 

Department  Head  11 

MISC  NEW 

1/31/20O9 

SR 

^  ni  Ton 

102,729 

9/1 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

12/26/20O9 

SR 

102,712 

0.1 
O  I 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/21/1987 

ID 

102,683 

09 
02 

IS  Manager 

MiSC  NEW 

1/29/20O5 

SR 

102,669 

OO 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/20O7 

SR 

^  no  con 

102,630 

^9 
04 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/1 0/2OO3 

ID 

102,573 

ou 

Commander 

POLICE 

6/7/1989 

SR 

102,571 

^9 
02 

Battalion  Chief  (rire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/5/1992 

ID 

102,561 

9« 
40 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

2/21/20O6 

SR 

102,520 

0/ 

Clinical  Nurse  Specialist 

MISC  NEW 

1/23/201  0 

SR 

102,500 

9Q 

2a 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/24/1993 

ID 

102,471 

no 
20 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

1/23/201  0 

SR 

102,333 

0  I 

Water  Service  Inspector 

MISC  OLD 

6/28/20O8 

SR 

102,325 

oy 

Captain,  Bureau  Or  Fire 

FIRE 

1/30/1993 

SR 

102,262 

00 

Battalion  Chief, (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/18/1991 

SR 

102,227 

97 
4  / 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/22/20O4 

bK 

1  no  o  -i  a 

9Q 

4y 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/14/1983 

ID 

04 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/31/1982 

C  D 

oK 

■1  no  oni 

"^9 
04 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/29/20O7 

SR 

^  no  a  oo 
1  U2,1 

Ou 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/3/2004 

SR 

102,069 

9Q 

4y 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

7/16/1994 

ID 

102,051 

9Q 

4y 

Inspector  II 

POLICE 

6/28/20O8 

SR 

102,039 

00 

Head  Attorney,  Civil  And  Criminal 

MISC  OLD 

12/15/2008 

SR 

101,976 

00 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

8/1/2003 

SR 

101  ,o/U 

90 

4y 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/8/1989 

bK 

101  ,ooy 

9R 
40 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/9/1983 

ID 

-i  n-i  QQ/ 
1 U1 ,004 

9Q 

1  ransit  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

4/21/20OO 

SR 

a  r\A  o on 
101  ,oJ0 

X7 

O  f 

Captain,  (Police Department) 

POLICE 

5/13/1981 

TUT ,/  /  0 

0  I 

Captain,  (Police Department) 

POLICE 

f  1 A  f\  1  A  r\  ft  -A 

5/10/1981 

SR 

A  C\  A  770 

101,778 

31 

O  I 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

10/1/1980 

SR 

J  /-i  T7C1 

101,778 

0  I 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/6/2004 

ID 

101,761 

4y 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/18/20O3 

ID 

101,759 

28 

#N/A 

MISC  NEW 

6/30/20O7 

SR 

101,739 

34 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/15/20O4 

SR 

101,667 

30 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

3/11/20O9 

SR 

101,650 

37 

Note:  "IN/A  "  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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o/ 1 i/zu imh:s/  aim  SIOOK  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


Inh  Title 

Hont 

ut?  pi. 

Ret  Date 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

^v/rCrpdit 

O  V  Vr  v  1  VUll 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/15/2005 

IU 

■1  A  -\    C  A  ~7 

1  Ul  ,o4  / 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/7/20O8 

SR 

101,636 

in 
ou 

Transit  Operator 

MISC  OLD 

1/1/20O5 

SR 

101,622 

38 

I                     .  „  ITT 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

1 1/3/2007 

CD 

oK 

a  r\  a    c~> ' — ) 

101 ,622 

29 

Inspector,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/1/20O9 

CD 

1 01 ,61  O 

oU 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

3/1  8/1 992 

ID 

101,571 

in 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

3/1 6/2002 

c  n 

bK 

101 ,566 

OO 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

11/18/1981 

CD 

oK 

101 ,533 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/1  5/1981 

SR 

101 ,533 

oU 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/2/1984 

ID 

101 ,521 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/2003 

C  D 

bK 

101 ,483 

29 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/16/1991 

ID 

1 01 ,482 

1  Q 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/27/20O7 

C  D 

101 ,433 

in 
oU 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/1 1/1991 

CD 
bK 

1  Ul  ,42y 

Z  1 

Cruet  Attorney  ll  (Livil  And  Lnminal) 

MISC  OLD 

1/6/1 996 

bK 

a  r\  a   n  o  Q 

101 ,388 

io 
oz 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/9/1991 

SR 

101 ,371 

no 
ZO 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

2/1/1981 

O  D 
bK 

101,352 

1 1 

00 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

12/3/1994 

SR 

101,318 

07 

Zl 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

5/10/20O8 

SR 

101 ,318 

28 

Claims  Investigator 

MISC  OLD 

5/2/2009 

SR 

101,243 

1C 

ob 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/20/20O4 

SR 

101,203 

30 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

5/5/20O7 

SR 

101,184 

30 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/30/20O3 

ID 

101,181 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/29/20O3 

C  D 
bK 

101,181 

29 

rolice  CJtlicer  ill 

POLICE 

1/3/2009 

SR 

101 ,175 

io 

oZ 

Manager  VI 

MISC  OLD 

1/15/2005 

SR 

101,132 

io 
32 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/28/20O7 

c  n 

SR 

101 ,128 

in 

30 

Operations  Bureau  Superintendent 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2005 

SR 

a  f\  A    a  a  O 

101,118 

1Q 
00 

Captain,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

7/22/1989 

ID 

A  C\  A     A  A  f* 

101,1 16 

in 
OU 

riretignter 

FIRE 

5/31/2008 

SR 

101 ,088 

ZO 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

2/27/1980 

ID 

a  r\  a  r\c\ 

101 ,082 

33 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

9/1 1/1979 

ID 

101,082 

i  -i 

01 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

8/1/1979 

SR 

101 ,082 

11 

02 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

7/7/1979 

SR 

101 ,082 

in 
39 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/17/1991 

SR 

a  r\  A   f\  A  c\ 

101 ,049 

Nursing  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

7/10/1999 

SR 

100,979 

4Z 

Incident  Support  Specialist 

FIRE 

7/1/2007 

SR 

100,950 

29 

riretignter 

FIRE 

6/30/2007 

SR 

100,945 

zy 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

7/1/2006 

SR 

100,926 

1Q 

2y 

Transit  Manager  II 

MISC  OLD 

1/13/2009 

SR 

100,920 

1 A 
00 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

6/15/1983 

SR 

100,908 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/15/2004 

SR 

100,869 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/19/2003 

SR 

100,794 

33 

Pharmacist 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/2008 

SR 

100,782 

39 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

10/23/2008 

SR 

100,673 

28 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

3/22/1997 

SR 

100,654 

2/ 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

3/3/1 983 

SR 

100,652 

1Q 

2y 

Inspector,  Bureau  Of  Fire 

FIRE 

5/1/2003 

ID 

100,636 

ZO 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

7/7/2001 

ID 

100,623 

on 
oU 

Lieutenant  III 

POLICE 

7/7/2001 

SR 

100,623 

1  -I 

ol 

Airport  Operations  Supervisor 

MISC  OLD 

4/27/2009 

SR 

100,623 

36 

Manager  VI 

MISC  OLD 

7/6/2002 

SR 

100,608 

36 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/31/2003 

SR 

100,544 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/10/2003 

SR 

100,544 

29 

Note:  "N/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 


16  of  17 


6/11/20101  1:37  am  S100K  or  Greater  Pension  Payments 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Source:  SFERS  April  30,  2010  Pension  Payments 


jod  i  me 

Dept. 

r\cL  udic 

RetType  Annual  Pension 

Q  w^f^  roHifr 
Ovlvl  cull 

Construction  Inspector 

MISC  OLD 

6/27/20O9 

SR 

100,522 

36 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

1/26/20O8 

SR 

100,452 

28 

#N/A 

POLICE 

4/9/1976 

SR 

100,443 

29 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/30/20O4 

SR 

100,442 

30 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

3/6/2  0O  9 

SR 

100,432 

29 

Lieutenant,  Division  Of  Training 

FIRE 

2/22/20O3 

SR 

100,429 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

9/1 1/20O7 

SR 

100,420 

32 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

4/30/1993 

ID 

100,390 

27 

Utility  Plumber  Supervisor  I 

MISC  OLD 

6/29/1991 

SR 

100,385 

33 

Automotive  Transit  Shop  Supervisor  I 

MISC  OLD 

7/1/1988 

SR 

100,375 

36 

Captain,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/1/20O5 

SR 

100,368 

35 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

6/29/20O8 

SR 

100,361 

28 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

4/9/1976 

ID 

100,353 

37 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

5/7/1982 

SR 

100,312 

29 

Assistant  Chief  Attorney  I 

MISC  OLD 

3/1/1997 

SR 

100,282 

32 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

3/1 1/20O9 

SR 

100,248 

31 

Lieutenant,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

1/8/2003 

ID 

100,245 

29 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

3/22/1997 

SR 

100,230 

27 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

3/1/2009 

SR 

100,221 

28 

Firefighter 

FIRE 

8/8/2007 

SR 

100,144 

30 

Manager  IV 

MISC  NEW 

6/30/20O7 

SR 

100,134 

37 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

10/7/20O6 

ID 

100,133 

33 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

9/11/20O6 

ID 

100,133 

34 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

9/8/2006 

ID 

100,133 

31 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

8/26/20O6 

ID 

100,133 

37 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

8/5/2006 

ID 

100,133 

33 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

7/15/20O6 

SR 

100,133 

31 

Manager  IV 

MISC  OLD 

1/24/20O9 

SR 

100,122 

34 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

2/19/1981 

SR 

100,115 

30 

Battalion  Chief,  (Fire  Department) 

FIRE 

7/10/1980 

SR 

100,115 

33 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

6/9/1978 

SR 

100,082 

31 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

6/7/1978 

SR 

100,082 

31 

Captain,  (Police  Department) 

POLICE 

10/12/1977 

SR 

100,082 

30 

Inspector  III 

POLICE 

3/22/2008 

SR 

100,077 

28 

Police  Officer  III 

POLICE 

7/17/2009 

SR 

100,006 

31 

Sergeant  III 

POLICE 

9/27/2003 

SR 

100,001 

31 

Note:  "IN/A"  -  unable  to  ascertain  Job  Title. 
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APPENDIX  D 

Cheiron  "Projections  Stress  Testing  Employer  Contribution  Rates" 
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APPENDIX  E 
Acronyms 


BOS 

Board  of  Supervisors 

CalPERS 

California  Pension  Employees  Retirement  System 

DB 

Defined  Benefit 

DC 

Defined  Contribution 

DHR 

Department  of  Human  Resources 

SFFD 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

PERS 

Pension  Employees  Retirement  System 

MOU 

Memo  of  Understanding 

SFERS 

San  Francisco  Employees  Retirement  System 

SEIU 

Service  Employees  International  Union 
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